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ABSTRACT
Driven by issues of accountability, the assessment movement in higher education
has gained significant momentum in recent years. However, successful implementation of
assessment processes varies radically across institutions and organizational units. A key
issue is faculty engagement. This qualitative case study explored factors that impact
faculty participation in a professional school assessment initiative. Findings indicate that
factors related to individual faculty characteristics (e.g., career preparation, knowledge,
beliefs, and attitudes) and institutional characteristics (e.g., leadership, resources, reward
structures, work environment, and technology) influence faculty members engagement in
assessment activities. To support faculty adoption of and participation in assessment
efforts, leaders need to provide a clear vision, professional expectations, and appropriate
resource support to connect assessment efforts to organizational enhancement and
effective student learning. Moreover, goal congruence between faculty and educational
organization will create an environment, where faculty members can leverage their
existing values, transfer their past experiences in regard to assessment. In turn, faculty
can utilize engagement in assessment activities as a form of inquiry that leads to teaching
and program improvement. Combined, a culture of assessment can be created that is
integral rather than additive to teaching, learning, and scholarship.
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PREFACE
…On the one hand, look around you. Levels of activity are unprecedented, and
very few in higher education are at this point claiming that assessment is a fad
that will quickly fade. On the other hand, there are equally apparent indicators
that despite two decades of activity, assessment has yet to become a “culture of
use” on most campuses, embedded in the lives and work of those who inhabit
them. The result is the curious condition that inspired my title for this morning –
perpetual movement – caught as in the myth of Sisyphus in a task that is never
complete, but unable to escape from the task itself. (Ewell, 2002, p. 143)
As Ewell (2002) pointed out, the assessment movement in higher education is
perpetual. On one hand, the institutions face continual problems in making assessment
work smoothly; on the other hand, there are places that successfully implement
assessment as part of their practices. Comparably, faculty engagement in assessment to
improve teaching and learning is perpetual. Leaders, change agents, and/or professional
developers on most campuses are challenged by the lack of faculty involvement and seek
practical strategies to involve more faculty in order to create sustainable assessment
processes for improvement in higher education and student learning.
Today, higher education faces many challenges and changes: paradigm shifts
from teacher-centered to student-centered learning, ever-changing student demographics,
technological innovations, and accountability demands. Promoting academic
improvement in such an environment is crucial and higher education institutions need
strategies and tools to be able to do that. How to improve the quality of education
systematically has become one of the primary questions of higher education institutions.
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In the last 20 years, different levels of assessment have been introduced to campuses and
faculty (Banta & Associates, 2002; Ewell, 2002). Assessment is one way of identifying
problems, gathering data systematically, and working toward curriculum and pedagogical
improvement to address these challenges and meet students’ needs as well as societal
expectations (Angelo, 1999; Astin, 1991; Banta & Associates, 2002; Ewell, 2002; Gappa,
Austin, & Trice, 2007). Assessment activities can be seen as a form of inquiry leading to
teaching and program improvement.
Problem
As Ewell (2002) stated above, assessment activities may fade due to various
reasons and one of those can be the lack of faculty engagement, which in program
assessment is problematic in higher education institutions. Driscoll and Noriega (2006)
claimed that when the pressure to change assessment practices started, a great deal of
resistance was generated by the faculty. Two reasons for such resistance were the fear
that assessment would be used for faculty evaluation, and faculty members’ discomfort
with their own lack of expertise in assessment (Driscoll & Noriega, 2006). There was
also a perception of assessment as a threat to academic freedom (Palomba & Banta,
1999). Driscoll and Noriega further stated that the lack of experience and/or expertise in
assessment was not acknowledged publicly, although there were very few faculty who
would claim necessary skills or take the lead in assessment activities.
Besides the confusion about the purpose of assessment and lack of knowledge,
there are other factors that impact faculty participation such as beliefs and attitudes
toward assessment (Fine & Nazworth, 1999; Grunwald & Peterson, 2003). While some
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faculty believe in the benefits of doing assessment for evidence-informed decision
making and participate in the process of improving teaching and learning practices, some
others will simply ignore the existence of assessment. There is also a well-known trend
where faculty are more active in program assessment discussions within their programs
through accreditation visit preparations. Right after the visit, the trend shows a decline
since there is less pressure for doing assessment at the program and institutional level.
In a similar vein, Wright (cited in Banta and Associates, 2002) said that faculty,
professional staff and administrators sometimes behave like students who try to get the
highest grade for the least investment of effort. Wright defined assessment cynically as:
“It is simple. You figure out what they want, find the quickest, least damaging way to
respond, send off a report and then forget it” (p. 241). Nevertheless, there are not many
studies in the literature that specifically examined the factors impacting faculty
participation in program assessment. Exploring some of these factors will help to create
more effective system structures and processes for sustainable program assessment
activities that are integral to teaching learning and scholarship.
Creating a culture of assessment on campuses is an urgent need because program
assessment activities should go beyond improving student learning and/or understanding
the program structure (Wright, cited in Banta & Associates, 2002). Wright asserted that
the ultimate purpose of assessment should be to change institutional culture. This
ultimate purpose serves the idea of culture of inquiry or learning organizations to which
most higher education institutions aspire but have not succeeded in creating (Wright,
cited in Banta & Associates, 2002). Banta (2007) acknowledged that higher education has

xiv
been slow in understanding the need for assessment leading to improvement, but some
faculty “in virtually every institution are at least trying it out…At last, colleagues across
the country are becoming aware of the potential for positive change offered by the kind
of assessment we have championed for all these years” (p. 9).
One of the requirements of creating such a culture is faculty engagement in
change initiatives, program assessment activities in this case. To have enduring and
sustainable assessment processes, faculty must be involved. According to Hadden and
Davies (2002), faculty involvement “lies at the core of developing any successful
assessment program” (p. 244). Conversely, the literature indicates that a lack of faculty
engagement can be one of the barriers to successful assessment implementation (Banta,
1997; Ewell, 1996; Steele, 1996). Likewise, Bers (2008) stated the absence of faculty
involvement in assessing student learning will lead to a weak and tangential action to the
business of learning, teaching and institutional improvement.
There are three levels of assessment that need to be discussed to clarify the focus
of this study. Banta and Associates (2002) defined assessment on three levels. First, it is
the “processes used to determine an individual’s mastery of complex abilities generally
through observed performance” (p. 9). The second definition of assessment is related to
the institutional level where assessment is used to investigate individual learning to create
a benchmark of school performance with regard to accountability. Third, assessment is
defined as program level evaluation to collect data to improve the curriculum and
pedagogy (Banta & Associates, 2002). In this study, the focus will be on program level
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assessment, which leads to more enduring, and sustainable improvement, and changes in
curriculum and pedagogy.
The use of program assessment data is crucial to inform practice and decisionmaking, which promote institutional improvements (Peterson, Einarson, Augustine, &
Vaughan, 1999). Program assessment, or program evaluation as Astin (1991) defined,
can be used to enlighten and inform college faculty and administrators on curriculum and
instruction. Similarly, Gray (2000) discussed the use of evaluation data and stated that it
is to hold programs and institutions accountable for effectiveness in student learning.
Astin (1991) further identified the use of assessment results with one primary objective
leading to an action that will ultimately enhance the teaching and learning process. Those
actions can be changes in curriculum, pedagogy, advising, assessment tools, faculty
reward system, or institutional policies and practices.
This study specifically focuses on the use of assessment results for changes in
curriculum and pedagogy, which helps to improve student learning and educational
programs. Throughout the process, faculty involvement is very crucial. Astin (1991) said
that it is possible to collect and even analyze the assessment data without support from
administrators or involvement by faculty. Nevertheless, the utilization of assessment
results can be problematic within such an environment, because “there is no way that one
can hope to make a difference with assessment data without the involvement of
faculty…” (Astin, 1991, p. 133).
In this paper, the lack of faculty involvement in program assessment is the
problem that needs to be addressed because of the changing nature of higher education
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today. To understand the reasons behind the lack of faculty engagement, it is necessary to
explore possible barriers and facilitators that lead to faculty participation in higher
education setting. Faculty participation, in this study, means that faculty members are
actively taking part in creating assessment systems to collect systematic assessment data.
They are engaging in various discussions where assessment tools or data results are used
for programmatic decisions. At a higher level of engagement, faculty members are
advocates of assessment as part of their roles and responsibilities, and they interact with
their colleagues regarding assessment. They also believe in this form of inquiry to reflect
teaching and learning within their respective programs and departments.
In summary, it is my purpose to examine and explore the factors that foster or
hinder faculty participation. In the next section, I elaborate the contextual factors
impacting faculty work and their behavior in terms of participation.

1

CHAPTER I
BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW
Faculty-owned change is critical for higher education institutions as it keeps the
change process alive, meaningful and sustainable (Angelo, 1999; Banta & Associates,
2002; Ewell, 2002). Because faculty members are the operating core of higher education,
lack of involvement or commitment to program assessment activities is seen as one of the
barriers for having a sustainable process (Banta, 1997; Ewell, 1996; Steele, 1996).
Therefore, it is crucial to be familiar with the past and current factors in higher education
that have led to the need for faculty engagement in program assessment.
In this chapter, overall I provide the contextual elements that necessitate faculty
engagement in regard to program assessment. First, I discuss the historical factors leading
to an increasing emphasis on accreditation and assessment. Second, I will review higher
education as an organization because it is the context in which faculty work. Third, I
discuss the faculty roles in relation to teaching, learning and assessment. Finally, I talk
about the significant changes in teaching and learning environment: shift from teachercentered to student-centered learning, assessment paradigms, and changes in student
demographics that could have an impact on faculty perceptions of and engagement in
program assessment.

2
History of Higher Education in Reference to Assessment
It is crucial to take an historical perspective in order to understand how
assessment has become significant in teaching and learning as well as to learn about a
paradigm shift from accountability to improvement in assessment activities, which is
discussed in detail later in this paper. Postsecondary education has been expanding since
World War II in almost every country in the world (Altbach, 2005). There has been a
transition from elite to en-mass and then to universal higher education in industrial
societies (Trow, 1974). In today’s world, one of the many reasons for this expansion is
the increasing complexity of modern societies and economies that requires a highly
trained workforce. As a result, postsecondary institutions have been called upon to
provide better training and preparation for students (Altbach, 2005).
In the 1960s, U.S. universities undertook modest structural and governance
changes (Altbach, 2005). Many of the structural reforms of the 1960s were discarded
because of either new experimentation or replacement of administrative arrangements.
Through the end of the twentieth century, there was a second wave of reform, a
managerial revolution, emphasizing more accountability and efficiency in the
management of academic institutions. Vocationalization was an additional trend in higher
education spanning the past two decades that has brought about changes in university
curricula including relevant training for a variety of complex jobs (Altbach, 2005). This
curricular vocationalism was linked to the next wave, which was the close relationship
between university and industry. Industrial companies started becoming more interested
in knowledge and skills that students were gaining through college education. In the U.S.,
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formal contractual arrangements between universities and industries were developed
(Altbach, 2005).
Geiger (2005) developed an historical perspective on American higher education
that is especially apropos. He identified 10 generations of higher education based on
teaching and students’ experience via an array of institutions. Before World War I,
university education was limited to social and economic elites. Between World War I and
World War II, the net number of institutions remained fairly stable while enrollment
increased. One reason for this growth was the inclusion and resulting expansion of
women in higher education. After World War II, the proportion of young people
attending college increased from 15% to 45%. Title IX Education Amendments of 1972
increased the government’s regulatory control over higher education, changing the
relationship between higher education and the federal government (Geiger, 2005).
Today, universities are autonomous environments that are independent of external
agencies (Altbach, 2005). However, as universities expand and become more expensive,
there is more pressure by those who provide funds for higher education to ensure
accountability. This accountability movement creates a tension in universities with regard
to autonomy (Altbach, 2005). One of the significant impacts of the movement is the
accreditation self-study process in the United States and throughout the world.
The Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities (NWCCU, n.d.) defines
self-study as “an institution’s self-analysis of its educational quality and institutional
effectiveness in relation to its stated mission and goals” (Retrieved November 22, 2006).
Eaton (2003) defined this process as self-regulation in which there are standards
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developed by accrediting bodies for the quality of education. The accrediting body sends
a team to review the self-regulation process that a higher education institution undertakes
based on the accreditation agency’s standards. The team makes an evaluation as to
whether accreditation status is achieved, and provides suggestions on areas needing
improvement.
Eaton (2003) mentioned that after World War II, there was an increasing demand
for higher education, and a resulting increase in federal grant and loan programs. In the
course of this expansion, there developed an increased interest in gathering reliable
information about the quality of education being provided. This was the first and
foremost reason for the emergence of accreditation agencies.
The second and more important reason for self-study is to monitor actual student
learning. After the 1992 and 1998 Congressional Reauthorizations of Higher Education
Act, in a crucial shift in thinking, federal officials moved from a position that
Accrediting organizations are accountable if they do a responsible job of carrying
out reviews [ to] Accrediting organizations are accountable if they do a
responsible job of carrying out reviews and there is evidence that institutions and
programs perform well and that students learn. (Eaton, 2003, p. 6)

With this shift, the focus of the accreditation inquiry became student performance related
to learning outcomes. In other words, questions such as
o

What are the effects of college on student learning?

o

How well do higher education institutions and programs accomplish their
goals?

have become the core of the accreditation process.
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Having briefly summarized the history of postsecondary education and the
emergence of accountability, I will now discuss higher education as a structure that
shapes faculty roles, responsibilities and their work.
Higher Education as an Organization
Faculty involvement in assessment activities is one of the essential steps to
creating change in higher education; both in terms of addressing the challenges and
changes described earlier and improving the quality of education. Therefore, we need to
be able to describe how higher education is organized and the significance of its culture
in order to understand faculty involvement in assessment in a given context.
Institutions of higher education are considered to be professional bureaucracies.
Mintzberg (2000) defined a professional bureaucracy as an organization that has welltrained specialists in their field. These specialists are given significant control over their
work and responsibility to work closely with clients or stakeholders as an operating core
of the organization. These operating cores could be thought of as administrators, change
initiatives, faculty, and academic personnel in institutions of higher education.
As Mintzberg (2000) stated, the professional bureaucracy is a democratic
environment where professionals have control over their work as well as an opportunity
to be involved in making decisions regarding issues, which affect their work. It would be
valid to think of higher education as a professional bureaucracy, because faculty
definitely do have control over their work and also they are part of the decision-making
process. Faculty have academic freedom to be part of assessment activities although they
are expected to participate within the scope of their roles and responsibilities.
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Faculty Roles and Program Assessment
Faculty is defined as “department teaching a specified subject in a university or
college” (p. 110) in the Oxford Popular English Dictionary and Thesaurus. From the
definition, it can be inferred that the main responsibility of faculty is seen as teaching.
Some will argue that faculty members’ primary responsibility is to do research, publish
and present in conferences, and others will emphasize the importance of teaching as well
as serving the community (Boyer, 1990; Fairweather, 1996). However, these perspectives
will vary according to the type of institution and the ways in which this shapes its culture.
While research universities are more inclined to place emphasis on research, community
colleges or comprehensive universities will focus more on teaching and learning.
However, promotion requirements at most universities are based heavily on research and
publication (Boyer, 1990; Krahenbuhl, 1998). In that sense, teaching, learning and
assessment receive less attention, time and resources. Nonetheless, there are individual
faculty members, who are highly motivated toward teaching, learning and assessment
activities, and who are among the first to participate. What motivates these early adopters
is an important part of my research in addition to what inhibits late adopters from doing
assessment, or doing so grudgingly. Do early adopters have more time, resources or just
plain motivation to get involved? Do they care more about their students? Are there
particular faculty characteristics, which impact their involvement? What makes them
participate or not participate in assessment activities? These are some crucial questions to
which most higher education leaders, change agents or faculty professional developers
are looking for possible answers.
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According to Boyer (1990) faculty members have three main responsibilities in
academia: teaching, research and service, however, they are heavily evaluated on their
research performance. There are rare occasions when faculty performance is based on all
three responsibilities. This can be considered as one of the reasons why faculty are less
involved in teaching, learning and assessment. Campus teaching and learning centers are
struggling with how to get more faculty engaged in teaching, learning and assessment
activities. Fairweather (1996) stated “promises to increase the value of teaching in the
academy rely on having faculty pay greater attention to students and to curriculum
reform. In sum, faculty comprise the - raw material- for any academic effort requiring
expertise whether devoted to training students or carrying out research” (p. 23).
Krahenbuhl (1998) stated that faculty members are underused in teaching and
preoccupied with research. He suggested integrating the responsibilities of faculty and
institutional needs. This integration has three main elements aligned with Boyer’s model;
knowledge transmission (teaching), knowledge generation (research) and knowledge
application (service). Each of these elements overlaps with each other in certain levels.
These overlaps lead to shared discovery (teaching and research), service learning
(teaching and service) and community documentation (research and service). In order to
put this model into practice, higher education leaders need to be flexible enough while
assigning faculty responsibilities and create a climate that encourages the integration of
teaching, research and service (Krahenbuhl, 1998). In this model, each area receives
equal attention by faculty and administrators rather than a mere research focus.
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Program assessment activities in this picture fall under teaching activities or
knowledge transmission, where faculty members are responsible for the full cycle of
teaching, student learning and assessment. Therefore, it is expected that faculty will be
involved in program assessment activities to revise the curriculum that they teach and
make changes if necessary. This involvement requires faculty commitment with respect
to resources and intellectual capital. However, the assessment effort is often seen as an
additional task that faculty are asked to do and for which insufficient resources are
available.
Changes in Teaching and Learning
There have been significant changes in teaching and learning that requires the
transformation of faculty work accordingly. The paradigm shift from teacher-centered
learning to student-centered learning, assessment for improvement paradigm or changing
student demographics are only three aspects of this transformation. In this section, I
discuss each of these aspects and how program assessment fits in this transformation.
Teacher-Centered versus Student-Centered Learning
Paradigm shifts in teaching and learning have been the most influential change in
higher education. Since these paradigm shifts affect assessment practices and faculty
roles and responsibilities, it is important to understand their characteristics. The most
significant aspect of this shift is the movement from teacher-centered to student-centered
pedagogies (Allen, 2004; Barr & Tagg, 1995; Huba & Freed, 2000). Allen (2004)
discussed the new concepts about student learning and how faculty should promote
learning with the definition of these new concepts. Teacher-centered learning is based on
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delivering a subject through lecturing, and students are assumed to listen, read and
acquire knowledge. On the other hand, student-centered learning emphasizes the
construction of knowledge by the student through integrating new and existent learning.
“Learning is a cognitive and social process, in which students construct meaning through
reflection and through their interactions with faculty, fellow students, and others” (Allen,
2004, p. 3). Barr and Tagg (1995) described this movement differently as an instructional
versus a learning paradigm. The instructional paradigm roots itself in the conceptions of
teaching that promote lecture-discussion format with students in a passive, reception
position, while the learning paradigm fosters active participation of students in the
learning process.
Huba and Freed (2000) did a comparison of teacher-centered and learner-centered
paradigms (see the Table 1). Accordingly, a teacher-centered paradigm focuses on
knowledge transmission, while a learner-centered paradigm is about constructing one’s
own knowledge. The teacher-centered paradigm puts students in a passive role, where the
acquisition of knowledge outside the context is the purpose. On the other hand, the
learner-centered paradigm has students actively engaged in their learning through using
and communicating knowledge to address real-life problems. A professor’s role in
teacher-centered instruction is to be the primary information source and evaluator, while
the role in a learner-centered paradigm is expanded to include coaching and facilitating
students’ learning and evaluating learning together.
In a teacher-centered classroom environment, assessment is mainly used to
monitor learning and the emphasis is on the right answer, while in a learner-centered
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approach, assessment is used to improve and contribute to learning, with an emphasis on
generating better questions and learning through interaction and reflection. In the teachercentered learning environment, the culture is more competitive and individualistic, while
learner-centered learning environments promote cooperation, collaboration, and support.
Finally, in a teacher-centered paradigm, only students are viewed as learners, while
professors and students learn together in a learner-centered paradigm. This paradigm shift
has taken faculty from the center of the classroom to working side by side with students
in a shared learning environment. This shift has begun to change the way assessment is
being done and being used.
Table 1
Comparison of a Teacher-Centered and a Learner-Centered Paradigm
Teacher-Centered Paradigm

Learner-Centered Paradigm

Knowledge transmission

Constructing one’s own knowledge

Students in a passive role

Students actively engaged

Acquisition of knowledge outside the
context

Communicating knowledge to address reallife problems

Professors as primary information source
and evaluator

Professors as facilitator of learning and
evaluate together with students

Assessment to monitor learning & focus
on the right answer

Assessment to improve learning & emphasis
on learning

Competitive & individualistic
environment

Collaborative and supportive environment

Students as learners
Source: Huba and Freed (2000)

Both professors & students learn together

Paradigm Changes in Assessment
Considering this pedagogical change in teaching and learning, the way assessment
has been done is changing as well. Formative and authentic assessment methods are
promoted in order to improve teaching and learning continuously and productively (Barr
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& Tagg, 1995). Ewell (2008) discussed the current situation of assessment in higher
education at the Assessment Institute in Indianapolis. He talked about two main
paradigms: the accountability paradigm and the improvement paradigm (Table 2). The
primary purpose of the accountability paradigm is to make a case with policymakers and
the public that higher education institutions are effective. On the other hand, the
improvement paradigm provides assessment information to enhance teaching and
learning in a given institution.
Table 2
Comparison of Assessment Paradigms
Assessment for
Continuous Improvement

Assessment for
Accountability

Purpose

Formative

Summative

Stance

Internal

External

Engagement

Compliance

Multiple /Triangulation

Standardized

Quantitative & Qualitative

Quantitative

Over time, Comparative,
Established Goals

Standard

Multiple Internal
Channels & Media

Public Communication

Multiple Feedback Loop

Reporting

Predominant Ethos
Instrumentation
Nature of Evidence
Reference Points
Communication of Results
Uses of Results
Source: Ewell (2008)

According to this comparison, the process of assessment for continuous
improvement is formative, and it is crucial to have stakeholders’ engagement since it is
for internal purposes. Assessment for accountability is summative and standardized as the
process is for external review and is mandatory. The nature of evidence in assessment for
continuous improvement comes from both qualitative and quantitative methodologies,
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while in the accountability paradigm the evidence is mainly gathered through quantitative
methods. Data for continuous improvement is collected over time to compare the
established goals; data for accountability is usually collected at a standard time, such as at
the end of the academic year. In the improvement paradigm, results from data analysis
are used to feed the next assessment loop to improve the quality of education.
Conversely, in the accountability paradigm, data results are used for reporting purposes.
Looking at Table 2, one can conclude that assessment for continuous
improvement is a more organic process, while assessment for accountability is more
mandatory in its nature. Successful implementation of assessment for improvement
paradigm will naturally allow schools to meet the accreditation requirements because
assessment would be embedded in organizational climate. With respect to increasing
faculty participation, assessment for continuous improvement provides a welcoming
environment since its primary purpose is to inform practice.
Changing Student Demographics
There have been demographic and technological changes in society that directly
impact the higher education classroom and its curriculum. Incoming students are more
diverse with regard to ethnicity, race, class, socioeconomic status, age, disabilities, and
sexual orientation (Fenske, Rund, & Contento, 2000; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1998).
Fenskeet al. (2000) used terms like graying the campus, more women, more part-timers
and racial/ethnic diversity to describe today’s students. These characteristics challenge
the classroom environment and the way teaching and learning occur.
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Pascarella and Terenzini (1998) stated that the impact of several demographic,
institutional, economic, and technological changes may not only change the way we think
about what it means to go to college but may also change the methodologies we now use
to assess the impact of college. They added that one of the consequences of these
demographic, economic, and technological changes has been the reconsideration and
redefinition of understanding of faculty and student roles and responsibilities in the
teaching and learning process, as well as shifts in the ways students and faculty interact
both in and out of the classroom (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1998). Within this
reconsideration and redefinition, faculty need to integrate teaching, learning and
assessment in alignment with new paradigms and changes in accountability.
Purpose, Significance and Research Question
Faculty engagement in any change initiative is one of the initial steps given the
fact that faculty members are at the core of teaching and learning activities. By
engagement, I mean that faculty members are involved in a decision-making process to
plan assessment activities and, most importantly in discussions of assessment data to
make necessary adjustments in the curriculum. Astin (1991) said that it is possible to
collect and even analyze the assessment data without support from administrators or
involvement by faculty. It is the utilization of assessment data by the faculty that is
considered to have a direct impact on the educational programs. And the faculty
involvement in the utilization of assessment is significant because “there is no way that
one can hope to make a difference with assessment data without the involvement of
faculty…” (Astin, 1991, p. 133). Therefore, faculty engagement in this study is
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considered as conducting and utilizing the assessment data. In other words, it involves the
process of faculty sharing the results of their practices and engaging in discussions on
how to improve curriculum and pedagogical practices. Assessment is the “beginning of
conversations about learning” (Huba & Freed, 2000, p. 9). According to Allen (2004),
assessment is a series of conversations about expectations on student learning, which
might lead to a discussion of alignment of pedagogy and curriculum. Such discussions
create the opportunity to make informed decisions on pedagogical and curricular
improvement, which will eventually lead to betterment in higher education as learning
organizations (Wright, cited in Banta & Associates, 2002). Gray (1997) pointed out that
most faculty are merely aware of the existence of assessment. Peterson and Vaughan
(2002) found that individual faculty played key roles in assessment initiatives; however,
faculty governance was not seen as very supportive.
While there are multiple factors in the slow adoption of assessment, the purpose
of this research is to identify and explore the impact of the following factors on faculty
participation in program assessment.
1. Faculty understanding of program assessment
2. Faculty perception of roles and responsibilities
3. Faculty perception of work environment
4. Faculty perception of leadership
5. Faculty perception of resources
6. Faculty socio-demographic characteristics and career preparation
More permanent change in the nature of higher education will come through
faculty who are truly engaged in these conversations. Driscoll and Noriega (2006) said
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that as the connection between assessment, pedagogy and curriculum gets stronger, there
will be less resistance and more engagement. In other words, as faculty become more
engaged, they will review and improve their practices, pedagogy and/or curriculum in
order to address the recent developments, paradigm shifts and changes. Consequently,
they will be part of the culture of assessment movement in higher education culture.
The change in higher education and more specifically in faculty work is
inevitable. However, how this type of cultural change in higher education will happen is
questionable. Kezar (2001) stated that such a permanent change calls for different types
of organizational changes. In her view, any type of change will require some level of
examination and analysis before one decides the best way/model to work with. One of the
aspects of this analysis is focus of change, which considers finding the part of the
organization affected by the change. Kezar later referred to Bergquist’s (1992)
framework with three main foci: structure, process and attitude. The structure involves
the organizational chart, the reward system and institutional policies and procedures.
Process is about how people interact with each other within the existing structures.
Finally, attitude refers to how people feel about this interaction and the processes. Kezar
(2001) said that some models focus on one of these foci, while some others use more than
one. Her view on change is extremely useful because it sheds insight on the perpetually
difficult problem of assessment in today’s higher education institutions. The ultimate goal
here is the adoption of program assessment for the benefit of teaching and learning,
which may require examining all three dimensions.
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The structural changes in an institution such as creating new positions for
assessment, or putting assessment as a priority in the organizational agenda would be
beneficial, and some process changes like creating task forces and/initiatives or providing
professional development for faculty could encourage the adoption. Moreover, the
institution can attempt to change faculty attitude, which may be a continuous revision of
teaching and learning practices through assessment in this case. The essence of Kezar’s
(2001) argument is that any change of those foci will impact others in various degrees.
Hence, it is compelling to investigate faculty members’ perception of the structure and
processes and faculty attitudes to identify possible factors influencing faculty engagement
in assessment.
Therefore, a clearer understanding of faculty perception of program assessment
can create more meaningful and productive processes as well as better allocation of
resources. Studying faculty perception would allow us to grasp the essence of faculty
work behavior, faculty involvement in this case. It is also possible that teaching and
learning centers may develop more effective and beneficial professional development
activities if they have a better understanding of what faculty already know about
assessment and whether they believe in the benefits of doing assessment. Yet, there are
few studies exploring the possible factors influencing faculty participation in program
assessment (Hoviland, Shin, & Turley, 2009; Peterson & Einarson, 1998; Peterson &
Vaughan, 2002; Riggs & Worthley, 1992). Such exploration would help to create a
faculty-owned process during the implementation and utilization of program assessment.
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Therefore, the research question is “What are the factors that influence faculty work in
program assessment in higher education?” And the subquestions are:
1. How do faculty members’ career preparation impact their participation in
assessment activities?
2. How does faculty members’ self-knowledge impact their participation in
assessment activities?
3. How does faculty members’ social-knowledge impact their participation in
assessment activities?
4. How do faculty evaluate their participation in assessment activities?
Definition of Terms
Program assessment: program level evaluation to collect data to improve the
curriculum and pedagogy.
Faculty: department teaching a specified subject in a university or college.
Innovation: an idea, practice, or object perceived as new by an individual.
Knowledge: the range of one's information or understanding
Belief: a state or habit of mind in which trust or confidence is placed in some
person or thing.
Attitude: manner, disposition, feeling, position, etc., with regard to a person or
thing.
Involvement: engaging as a participant, the act of taking part in something
Self-knowledge: understanding of self, self-referent.
Social-knowledge: perception of environment
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CHAPTER II
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
This study is guided by several perspectives from the literature. First, theories on
faculty work will help understand faculty behavior. Second, innovation theory provides a
framework for program assessment and how assessment as an innovation can be adopted
under which conditions. These theories are beneficial to frame faculty involvement in
program assessment with respect to faculty and institutional characteristics in addition to
characteristics of the profession. The research on faculty involvement in assessment
activities in general and a few studies on faculty perception of assessment will also
provide the background for this study.
Theories on Faculty Work
A deeper understanding of faculty behavior and a better exploration of how they
make decisions in prioritizing their work load will help to identify possible barriers and
facilitators to faculty engagement. In this study, two theories that are interrelated will be
used to explore how faculty members’ professional background in assessment impact
their behavior and to determine in what circumstances faculty become part of an
assessment initiative in a given setting.
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Faculty Behavior and Productivity
The first theoretical framework is Blackburn and Lawrence’s (1995) model of
faculty behavior and productivity. They rationalized their study of faculty work with
faculty being the target of critics in regards to their roles and responsibilities. Faculty
members find themselves in a conflicting set of expectations (Blackburn & Lawrence,
1995, p. 3) and this causes pressure on them. A perspective of administrators or faculty
on these set of expectations brings different elements into the picture. Hence, Blackburn
and Lawrence (1995) articulated faculty individual characteristics and work
environments and analyzed somewhat reciprocal relationships among these elements in
an effort to explore faculty behavior and productivity.
Two main factors were found to impact faculty members’ behavior and
productivity: individual faculty characteristics and the environment. Individual faculty
characteristics are considered with regard to socio-demographic characteristics (age,
gender, race/ethnicity etc.), career (academic discipline, preparation of career, type of
institution, etc.), self-knowledge (understanding of self, self-referent, etc.), and finally
social knowledge (how individuals perceive their environment). In terms of properties of
environment, they discussed three main features: environmental conditions (the structural
and normative features of the university), environmental response (different formal
feedback that faculty receive) and social contingencies (events that happen in faculty
members’ life and affect their work).
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Self-Knowledge
Self-knowledge category includes self-perceptions of faculty that are directly in
relation to behaviors and products in their various academic roles. Unlike sociodemographic characteristics, and career preparation, these perceptions have a potential to
change over one’s career as a result of environmental conditions. Blackburn and
Lawrence (1995) characterized self knowledge in five aspects: (1) interest – how faculty
prioritize their work reflects their interests; (2) commitment – faculty interest may transfer
into commitment to an activity, which can be a vow or a promise to succeed; (3) efficacy
– faculty might develop a sense of ownership and control of choices, options and
opportunities; (4) psychological characteristics – faculty personal dispositions may
impact conduct of teaching and learning activities; and (5) satisfaction & morale –
satisfaction with work and career may relate to productivity (Blackburn & Lawrence,
1995).
Social Knowledge
Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) further analyzed the elements of social
knowledge and concluded that faculty build their beliefs based on their experiences with
colleagues, administrators, committee decisions, faculty meetings, institutional roles and
norms, professional association practices which all constitute their social knowledge. The
list of characteristics of social knowledge is defined as: (1) social support – feedback
from colleagues, administrators and students may influence faculty decision to act; (2)
material support – funding, time and support for conducting research and/or other roles
may have an effect on faculty behavior; (3) perceived institutional preference – time
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allocated to teaching, research, scholarship and service may be defined by how faculty
perceive institutional preference; (4) institutional values – faculty will be motivated by
their perception of what the institution honors, values and rewards (Blackburn &
Lawrence, 1995).
The Relationship between Self and Social Knowledge and Faculty Behavior
Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) later presented these interactions between self
and social knowledge as well as environmental conditions to explain faculty behavior and
productivity. Figure 1 depicts this interaction and shows us how such interaction can be
transformed into behavior. This research explores and interprets some of these factors
and their relationship to faculty behavior – in this case faculty participation. To put it
differently, self-knowledge (perception of their knowledge, beliefs and attitudes), socialknowledge (perception of their work environment, leadership, and resources), sociodemographic characteristics (ethnicity, race, gender, age), and career characteristics
(years of experience in teaching, academic rank, preparation during graduate experience)
have repercussions on the decision making process that go beyond the influence of
environmental conditions.
In Figure 1, the thick, heavier arrows represent strong, direct effects of the
variables in one category on the variables in the category the arrow points to. The thin
arrows signify the weaker effects between several of the principal constructs. In this
model, the main impact on faculty behavior and productivity comes from social
knowledge, how faculty perceive their environment with regard to their work. According
to the framework, there are several factors that have direct effect on social knowledge -
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self-knowledge and environmental responses. Self-knowledge includes self-perceptions of
various academic roles - teaching, scholarship, research, and service. In this study, the
perception of program assessment as part of faculty teaching, research and service roles,
and their beliefs and attitudes related to this role will be investigated.

Environmental
Conditions

Environmental
Responses

Social Knowledge

Behavior

Productivity

Self-Knowledge
Social
Contingencies
Socio-Demographic
Characteristics

Career

Figure 1. Theoretical framework on faculty behavior and productivity. Source: Blackburn
& Lawrence (1995).
The elements that shape faculty self-knowledge are socio-demographics (i.e.,
ethnicity/race, gender, age) and career (academic rank, career preparation, or teaching
and learning related professional development activity) characteristics. In other words,
what faculty value in their teaching and research roles, how much they see benefits of
certain practices in their work life or whether they have positive attitude toward work
related issues may be formed based on the number of years in teaching, type of institution
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they attend for their graduate education, their race/ethnicity, their attendance to
professional development and so on. According to Blackburn and Lawrence, a direct
impact on social knowledge is environmental responses - meaning that formal feedback
is given to faculty on their participation or non-participation, or they are recognized and
awarded for their involvement in program assessment activities.
Some of the key premises of this theoretical model are:
1.

Universities/colleges are achievement-laden environments, where there is
continuous faculty, student, and administration performance evaluation.

2.

Faculty make decisions through assessing themselves and their social
contexts, which leads to action.

3.

Experience over time can be used to modify faculty members’ understanding
of their work environments and their self-images.

4.

Some self-referential thoughts might change depending on the feedback and
experience while others are fairly enduring (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995).

These key premises provide a baseline for this study in understanding faculty members’
work environment, how they change their self-understanding as well as their selfreferential thoughts. Eventually, these key premises may offer us an explanation of the
decision-making process for faculty participation in program assessment.
Behavior in Blackburn and Lawrence’s (1995) model is defined as “the specific
activities a faculty member engages in as well as the levels of effort expanded [and
productivity is] the specific outcomes achieved by individuals” (p. 28). In this study,
faculty engagement in assessment activities is considered as behavior. This behavior
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interacts with various factors such as their self-perception (self-knowledge) and their
perception of their environment (social-knowledge) in relation to assessment, sociodemographic characteristics as well as their career information. With regard to selfknowledge, faculty members’ understanding of assessment – their knowledge, beliefs and
attitudes – would give me a more in-depth view regarding faculty involvement in
program assessment, while some of the socio-demographic characteristics like academic
discipline, age, rank, gender, and ethnicity would bring another perspective to the issue.
Finally, career information such as number of years spent in the profession and how
faculty were prepared for the profession during their graduate education will offer
additional insight.
Framework of Essential Elements
The second theoretical framework that guided this study is Gappa et al. (2007)
Framework of Essential Elements (see Figure 2) for faculty work. They reworked
Blackburn and Lawrence’s model and included additional elements that are critical in
interpreting faculty behavior in the work environment. First of all, they discuss four
forces that are affecting faculty work and work places. Those forces are:
1- There are numerous external pressures experienced by higher education
institutions. Therefore, these higher education institutions need faculty who can
function and survive in this ever-changing environment with limited resources.
2- There are new types of faculty appointments such as adjunct or fixed-term
faculty.

25
3- Women and people of color have diversified the faculty, with needs that to some
extent differ from those of their white male peers.
4- New faculty members are now expecting to balance work and other
responsibilities.
Gappa et al. (2007) claimed that if the essential elements are in place, both
institutions and faculty will benefit from the work environment. The framework accounts
for faculty characteristics and backgrounds that faculty bring to their work as well as
institutional characteristics such as mission, culture, history, and the structure in which
faculty work in (Gappa et al., 2007). Different from the Blackburn and Lawrence (1995)
model, Gappa and colleagues took into consideration some characteristics of the
profession that will produce contextual understanding of the work environment.

Faculty
Characteristics

Demographics
Appointment
Types

Institutional
Characteristics

Essential elements of the
Faculty Work Experience
Outcomes
Increased faculty satisfaction
and sense of meaningfulness
Increased organizational
commitment

Culture & Norms

Enhanced recruitment and
retention

Governance &
Structure
Mission

Broader spectrum of
individuals represented on
the faculty

Resources
Reward Structure

More strategic utilization of
intellectual capital

Leadership

Figure 2. Framework of essential elements of faculty work experience. Source: Gappa et al. (2007).
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These characteristics of faculty professionals are critical in faculty members’
work experiences. They are placed in the middle of the framework with another
important element, Respect, as a core element. Gappa et al. stated that these elements
have always been important to faculty members and are unique attributes to faculty work
and faculty workplaces that contribute to the quality of faculty members’ experiences
(Gappa et al., 2007). These five elements are: employment equity, which is defined as the
right of every faculty to be treated fairly; academic freedom and autonomy defined as the
right of faculty to express their view on their work; flexibility, allowing faculty members
to construct their work to contribute to the institution as well as their own work;
professional growth defined as the opportunities to ensure that faculty broaden their
knowledge, skills, and abilities to address challenges, changes and needs in their work;
and collegiality, defined as opportunities that faculty are provided with to be part of the
decision-making process at the departmental, college or institutional level. Respect, in the
core of the framework, represents the fundamental entitlement for every faculty member.
In an environment of respect, faculty and institutions can benefit from those five essential
elements. Finally, the outcomes column represents the possible results of the integration
between those elements and characteristics.
According to the framework, if those essential elements are integrated in faculty
work and work environment, both faculty and institution will benefit from it. In other
words, if faculty members feel that they are included in decision making, if they are
given opportunities for professional growth, if they are given flexibility to construct their
work, if they are treated respectfully or if they can express their opinions, then they are
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more likely to feel satisfied with their work, committed to the organizational goals, or
engaged in various activities and initiatives.
The Gappa et al. (2007) model is comprehensive and inclusive of numerous
aspects of faculty work. While Blackburn and Lawrence’s (1995) model involves faculty
and institutional characteristics to explain faculty behavior and productivity, the Gappa et
al. (2007) model adds the five essential elements, reflecting the characteristics of the
profession in addition to Blackburn and Lawrence’s characteristics. Faculty and
institutional characteristics are essential to examine; however, that may not be enough
since the essential elements reflect the nature of this profession. To put it differently,
faculty may decide whether to participate in assessment activities depending on their
perception of themselves or their environment within the scope of their professional
characteristics. It would be beneficial to understand whether faculty participate or are
committed to program assessment, when they feel that they are respected, included in
decision making at various levels, and allowed flexibility to construct their work.
Therefore, in this study, these two theories will be utilized to understand the factors
affecting faculty participation. Specifically, I will examine factors such as faculty sociodemographic characteristics, their self-perception, and perception of their environments
to enhance the understanding of faculty engagement.
Theory of Innovation
Innovation is defined as “an idea, practice or object perceived as new by an
individual” (Rogers, 1968, p. 11). Paradigm changes in teaching, learning and assessment
and the recent developments have affected the concept and use of assessment as
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discussed in the previous chapter. In other words, conducting program assessment and
more importantly utilizing the results of assessment to make informed decisions on
curriculum and pedagogy are fairly new ways of thinking about assessment for faculty.
Program assessment, today, is expected to trigger new ideas on and practices of teaching
and learning so that improvement in educational programs can happen. Some of the most
influential leaders in the field of assessment like Ewell (2002), Banta, and Associates
(2002), Angelo (2002), and Gray (1997) or researchers as Hoviland et al. (2009)
considered assessment as an educational innovation.
Assessment has been discussed in the literature and conferences for the last 20
years (Ewell, 2008) and most of the faculty members in universities are aware of its
existence (Gray, 1997). As Palomba and Banta (1999) mentioned, faculty involvement
should go beyond simple awareness to “designing, implementing and carrying out the
assessment programs” (p. 10). Assessment should be part of faculty members’ daily
practice so they can benefit from a better understanding of what is working well and
where improvement is needed. However, as mentioned earlier, there are various reasons
for the slow adoption of assessment such as institutional culture, leadership, limited
resources in addition to faculty perception of assessment. Rogers (1995) discussed
several characteristics that affect the rate at which people adopt a given innovation in an
organizational setting (pp. 15-16):
Relative advantage is the degree to which an innovation is perceived as better than
the idea it supersedes...
Compatibility is the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being consistent
with the existing values, past experiences, and needs of potential adopters...
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Complexity is the degree to which an innovation is perceived as difficult to
understand and use...
Trialability is the degree to which an innovation may be experimented with on a
limited basis...
Observability is the degree to which the results of an innovation are visible to others.
Rogers (1995) later explained the rejection of educational innovations which do not
have enough advantage compared to existing ideas; have low compatibility with current
values or past experiences; and have low visibility of their results. To better comprehend
the adoption of assessment, I would like to speculate on these characteristics with regard
to my observation of faculty perception, based on working with faculty in assessment
activities over the past 5 years.
Relative Advantage: is the degree to which an innovation is perceived as better than
the idea it supersedes. Assessment is not a new idea or practice for faculty. However, we
are talking about new paradigms, perspectives and changes in society that influence the
way faculty work. With respect to Relative Advantage of innovation, the new way of
doing assessment may not be tightly associated with existing practices. New paradigms
and shifts change the focus and purpose of teaching, learning and assessment from
faculty to students as mentioned previously. Therefore, faculty may need to gain new
knowledge and develop new skills in order to change their practices. The level of relative
advantage at this point could be limited and faculty may be reluctant to adopt assessment.
Compatibility: is the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being consistent
with the existing values, past experiences, and needs of potential adopters. Assessment as
an innovation may also not be perceived as consistent with the existing values, since
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faculty are asked to question their pedagogy as well as their practices. In other words, as
Huba and Freed (2000) mentioned, a learner-centered environment values student
engagement and constructing knowledge while in the traditional learning environment
students have a passive role and faculty are the source of information. In that sense, the
power dynamics in the classroom change and faculty need to position themselves
accordingly.
Complexity: is the degree to which an innovation is perceived as difficult to
understand and use. Gray (1997) stated that because of its jargon, assessment is seen as a
complex and technical process, which leads to the perception of it as difficult to
understand by the faculty. Faculty, who have limited time and resources, may not be
willing to spend time on understanding these technical terms. The various levels of
assessment can also be perceived as complicated in terms of its purpose. Most of the
time, faculty are not clear whether assessment is for improvement or for performance
evaluation.
Trialability: is the degree to which an innovation may be experimented with on a
limited basis. Faculty might perceive the trial of assessment as difficult for the reasons
mentioned in the previous paragraph. Moreover, the way innovation is initiated could
affect trialability. In other words, when campuses introduce the idea of assessment
through task forces, presidential initiatives, or small grants, faculty develop expectations
of such resources being available all the time. Indeed, these resources are used to initiate
the idea or try the innovation. Once that support is withdrawn or the resources are
lessened, the faculty might discontinue the assessment effort. In response to that, Angelo
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(2002) recommended not awarding faculty for assessment activities because it should be
part of faculty regular practice, not extra work that they do.
Observability: is the degree to which the results of an innovation are visible to
others. Assessment activities are not visible if there is no actual improvement in learning.
Therefore, faculty, who are actually doing assessment, get discouraged rather than
motivated. The line of communication and the use of websites or assessment software
could solve such problems by making assessment process, including meaningful use of
data, more visible.
Rogers (1995) also identified five types of users of innovations, which could
assist administrators and change agents in identifying patterns, and in providing
appropriate, necessary resources.
1. Innovators (Experimenters): these are the first people in a group who use an
innovation.
2. Early Adopters (Visionaries/Risk-takers): these are people by whom innovation may
be easily adopted.
3. Early Majority (Pragmatists): these are people who might be comfortable with the
idea of innovation but would rather focus on the content of their subject areas, not on
the techniques like different ways of doing program assessment.
4. Late Majority (Conservatives/Skeptics): these are people who will adopt an
innovation once it has become well established among the majority.
5. Laggards (Antagonists): these are people who are most likely never to adopt the
innovation at all.
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Figure 3. Adoption/innovation curve. Source: Rogers (1995).
Based on the descriptions that Rogers (1995) provided, it is easy to conclude that
innovators and early adopters will adjust to the innovation more quickly than those in the
early and late majority (68% in Figure 3), who will then become the target group as
leaders attempt to increase the adoption of an innovation. However, this raises the
question of the possible reasons why some decide to adopt a particular innovation while
others do not. Marcus (cited in Gilbert, 1995) said that an individual decision to adopt an
innovation is associated with available resources, the perceived value of innovation, and
communication with other adopters. According to this model of individual adoption,
resources are controlling variables meaning that although all the other variables exist,
without resources, adoption will not occur. The perceived value means that potential
adopters contemplate the positive and negative aspects of using an innovation. During
this contemplation, the factor of easy use is crucial. Finally, communication with other
adopters, which links to social learning theory, becomes important. In other words,
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faculty as adults, learn in a social context in collaboration with others. So, having an
opportunity to be in communication with others impacts decision-making.
Summary
This research focuses on individual faculty characteristics and faculty beliefs and
attitudes towards assessment. Moreover, how faculty perceive their work environment
regarding assessment will be explored. One reason is that the literature mostly focuses on
assessment from an administrative point of view, i.e., faculty members should conduct
assessment for improvement in student learning because it is important for accountability
and program improvement. My goal in this study is to bring more clarity on how faculty
members perceive their role in assessment and how they make decisions to take part in
assessment activities.
In the literature, there is not much emphasis on internal factors such as sociodemographic, career characteristics or faculty beliefs and attitudes that faculty bring to
their work environment. These characteristics may have direct influence on discussions,
decisions and actions that faculty members become part of in any given change initiative.
As Driscoll & Wood (2007) stated, engaging in such dialogue and collaborative
processes require faculty to see the value of the initiative, to associate their roles and
responsibilities with it and also to be motivated intrinsically. In order to create a
meaningful work environment for faculty, higher education leaders and change agents
need to learn more about how faculty members value assessment, how they associate
their roles with assessment and how much they are motivated intrinsically.
Characteristics such as faculty professional background, career preparation; and
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additional factors, such as their beliefs about assessment, perception of their roles and
responsibilities or evaluation of their work environment would be valuable to identify.
Therefore, in this study, I explored these characteristics and factors in order to produce a
better understanding of faculty behavior regarding assessment.
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CHAPTER III
LITERATURE REVIEW
There have been numerous studies that explore and discuss the effect of
organizational leadership, institutional culture, administrative support, resources, and
accreditation self-study on faculty involvement in institutional change and indirectly
assessment (Ewell, 2008; Banta, 1997; Gray, 1997; Lopéz, 2002; Magruder, McManis, &
Young, 1997; Ramaley, 1995; Shipman, Aloi, & Jones, 2003; Terenzini, 1989; Welsh, &
Metcalf, 2003). However, there are few studies on faculty participation in program
assessment. In this chapter, I review the literature on faculty work in general and then
focus on the research studies that examined faculty involvement in assessment.
Research on Faculty Work
In their empirical work, Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) tested their theoretical
framework on faculty work and reported the following findings:
1- Socio-demographic Characteristics: Gender was found to be the only predictor
variable in research outcomes. Women faculty talked more with their colleagues
about their research. Gender also had a direct effect on career and self-knowledge.
2- Career: Career age was found as a predictor meaning that senior faculty publish
more and give greater effort to teaching.
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3- Self-Knowledge: Self-efficacy – as a researcher, teacher, and committee member
– mattered more than any other variables in this category.
4- Social-Knowledge: Social knowledge was the greatest predictor in faculty work.
Support and effort faculty believed their institution desired were two variables
found significant in predicting faculty behavior. Grants, having credible
colleagues and department chairs and resources were some other variables that
predicted faculty performance at work.
Another important work on faculty professional development and career success
by Cafferella and Zinn (1999) produced a list of barriers and supports. Cafferella and
Zinn (1999) categorized these barriers and supports into four domains: people &
interpersonal relationships, institutional structures, personal considerations /
commitments and finally intellectual & psychosocial characteristics. Under the people &
interpersonal relationships domain, the researchers pointed out personal support systems,
positive working relationships with administrators and encouragement by family and
friends as supports, while tense relationships with colleagues, opposition to their work by
department chairs/other leaders and disapproval from family and friends were barriers in
their careers. Within the institutional structures domain, ongoing professional
development opportunities, and the availability of resources were viewed as facilitators,
while lack of time, access to information and resources were listed as barriers to faculty
career success. The Personal considerations / commitments domain included the list of
events in faculty members’ private life. Finally, the intellectual & psycho-social
characteristics domain included the strong beliefs and values to excellence in one’s
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work, perceptions, self-confidence in faculty roles and barriers resulting in feeling
discouragement, frustration, discomfort or burnout in faculty roles and reluctance to
change. Cafferella and Zinn (1999) articulated that these domains are interrelated and
there are remarkable similarities between facilitators and barriers
Another study by Stark, Lowther, Sharp, and Arnold (1997) was built on the
assumption that “curriculum planning is the heart of academic work” (p. 100); thereof, it
is critical to understand the interpersonal dynamics or institutional contexts affecting
faculty involvement. In their study, they examined the epistemological assumptions of
faculty that they bring to their academic plans. A total of 59 faculty members from a
small private college and a large public university were interviewed. They found that
specific discipline, student characteristics, work load, faculty interests, program goals,
budget, college goals and faculty beliefs in student learning are some of the factors which
strongly influence faculty involvement in curriculum planning activities. Teaching and
learning theories, external examinations, faculty pedagogical training, accreditors,
traditions, campus politics have modest influence, while faculty members’ age, gender,
board of trustees, union contracts or advice by campus experts were not found as
important factors. The study also revealed that leadership was an important contextual
factor in both campuses.
In the study of Feldman and Paulsen (1999), the characteristics of supportive
teaching culture were compiled as follows: (a) high level of administrative commitment /
support; (b) faculty involvement, shared values, and a sense of ownership; (c) a broader
definition of scholarship; (d) a teaching demonstration or pedagogical colloquium as part
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of hiring process; (e) frequent interaction, collaboration, and community among faculty;
(f) faculty development program or campus teaching center; (g) supportive and effective
department chairs; and (h) connecting rigorous evaluation of teaching to tenure and
promotion.
Serow, Brawner, and Demery (1999) studied the case study of BUILD coalition (a
pseudonym for one of the eight Engineering Education Coalitions sponsored by the
National Science Foundation) which aimed to improve the teaching in undergraduate
engineering by awarding grants to faculty in the engineering or other related fields. They
examined faculty motivations to become involved in BUILD project and faculty
interpretation of their experience within their professional lives. Serow, Brawner, and
Demery (1999) found that resource allocation was one of the most common extrinsic
motivations mostly for non-tenure-track engineering faculty, where more senior
engineering faculty reported intrinsic interest in the coalition’s objectives. They also
found combined motivations to take part in BUILD coalition. One interesting finding was
that faculty regarded this project as “something quite apart from their customary
academic role behaviors” (Serow, Brawner, & Demery, 1999, p. 8).
Research on Faculty Involvement in Assessment / Program Improvement
Palomba & Banta (1999) said that “of all the important factors in creating
assessment program, none matters more than widespread involvement of those who are
affected by it” (p.53). They claimed that faculty should have a strong role in assessment
process. They identified three Rs that impact faculty involvement: responsibility,
resources and rewards. Faculty members need to have clearly defined roles regarding
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assessment; have resources to learn about and understand assessment and receive rewards
for their efforts.
Farmer (1999) surveyed faculty in order to examine their perspective on change.
He found six major factors contributing to faculty motivation: (a) a campus culture
fostering the idea of effective teaching and student centered educational practices; (b)
high expectations for faculty for continuous improvement; (c) a sense of faculty being in
control of the implementation process; (d) academic administrators’ support for faculty to
experiment; (e) faculty confidence in change agents; and (f) intrinsic rewards experienced
by faculty as a result of positive feedback from external sources.
Peterson and Vaughan (2002) found a disparity in levels of responsibility for
and/or participation in assessment between faculty and administrators. While only 24% of
faculty played key roles in assessment initiatives or planning groups, 72% of academic
administrators, 59% of chief executive officers and 53% of student affairs administrators
were involved.
Peterson and Einarson (1998) conducted an extensive literature review on student
assessment in postsecondary institutions, and found that the involvement of faculty in
assessment-related decision-making has been one way of promoting support for student
assessment. Riggs and Worthley’s (1992) study revealed that faculty involvement in the
planning stage was not an important predictor of the success of assessment projects, and
that the strongest predictor was faculty participation in the implementation of projects.
Peterson and Einarson (1998) also found that institutional support for faculty professional
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development regarding assessment-related topics enhanced faculty involvement in
assessment activities.
Gonzalez and Padilla (1999) investigated how faculty members become engaged
in and sustain their commitment to organizational reform. As a result of interviews with
17 faculty members, they identified two components of faculty engagement: goal
congruence and perceived viability of achieving change. If faculty and institutional goals
are congruent, faculty are willing to engage in the process of creating change.
Fine and Nazworth (1999) studied how faculty perceive the benefits of
participating in learning communities and found that perceptions vary based on rank,
discipline and years of experience. They stated that faculty members serve as conduits
between the goals set by academic administrators and student experiences.
This is a dual role for faculty, who then serve as teachers within their area of
expertise as well as implementers of administrative initiatives. Understanding
faculty perceptions of this role sheds light on a wide array of opinions and
attitudes held by what is arguably the population most critical for the success of
learning communities’ initiatives. (p. 1)
A few studies have been conducted specifically on the lack of faculty
participation and/or faculty perception of assessment. Hoviland et al. (2009) studied the
impact of faculty professional development on the understanding, confidence and
attitudes of faculty with regard to program assessment activities. They found that faculty
had improved skills, knowledge, understanding, confidence and attitudes regarding
assessment after the workshops. They also highlighted the importance of professional
development activities not only for building knowledge and skills in assessment but also
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for creating an environment with sufficient administrative support to facilitate assessment
(Hoviland et al., 2009).
Grunwald and Peterson (2003) studied the factors that promote faculty
involvement in and satisfaction with institutional and classroom-based student
assessment. Institutional involvement in student assessment was found to be related to
three predictors: external influences, professional development, and benefits from doing
student assessment. The results can be summarized as: faculty are involved with
institutional student learning assessment if they perceive the external influences as
important, they see value in their institution providing professional development
opportunities, and they perceive student learning assessment as having a broad array of
benefits. External influences were defined as professional accreditation requirements,
self-study, professional associations promoting assessment, or review of institution’s
assessment efforts. With regard to professional development activities, they talked about
supporting faculty attendance at professional conferences, assisting faculty, or
external/internal consultant services for faculty on assessment. Finally, the benefits to
student learning assessment included improved or enhanced learning, improved quality of
education, faculty use of assessment to improve teaching and to meet diverse learning
styles. The benefits to student learning assessment specifically were derived from the
construct of faculty attitude toward assessment (Grunwald & Peterson, 2003). This study
points out the importance of faculty attitude and how it relates to faculty involvement in
assessment.
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Friedlander and Serban (2004) claimed that lack of knowledge might be
considered as one of the reasons why faculty are not participating in assessment
activities. They may not have enough knowledge of assessment processes, tools and
methods at the individual and most importantly at the unit level.
In summary, research studies show that there are institutional characteristics,
such as leadership, academic support, and shared governance and faculty characteristics,
such as their perception of assessment, professional development that they attend and
their attitudes that have some level of impact on their involvement in general and
commitment to assessment activities. There are not many studies focused specifically on
program assessment leading to improvement in academic programs. Therefore, this study
can be a valuable contribution to faculty involvement in program assessment by
analyzing the issue from faculty members’ perspective. In addition, it may help to
develop some meaningful strategies to create faculty-owned processes by identifying the
barriers and facilitators to faculty involvement.
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CHAPTER IV
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Research Question
The overall research question for this study is “What are the factors that influence
faculty participation in program assessment in higher education?” And the subquestions
are:
1. How do faculty members’ socio-demographics and career preparation impact
their participation in assessment activities?
2. How does faculty members’ self-knowledge impact their participation in
assessment activities?
3. How does faculty members’ social-knowledge impact their participation in
assessment activities?
4. How does faculty evaluate their participation in assessment activities?
Rationale for Qualitative Methodology
This study used a qualitative case study methodology to describe the factors
impacting faculty participation and to examine the relationship between those variables
and their participation in assessment activities. Berg (2004) stated that the individual case
study can be used in various ways. Sometimes, it will be sufficient to conduct one
lengthy interview to understand research questions, while other times, it will be necessary
to interview several people to be able to explore the aspects of the phenomena. In this
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study, seven one-time interviews were conducted to identify the factors that inhibit or
foster faculty participation in assessment activities.
The case study is well explained by Cronbach (1975) as “interpretation in
context” (p. 123), which implies that the case study is a way of uncovering the
interactions of various dynamics of the phenomenon. In that sense, this study will attempt
to uncover the factors that impact faculty participation in a given higher education setting
with the contextual factors that faculty members work in. Stake (1995) claimed that the
knowledge gathered through case study is different from other research knowledge in
four ways:
1. More concrete for it echoes our own experience.
2. More contextual as our experiences are originated within a context and that is
what the case study knowledge provides.
3. More developed by the readers’ interpretation as the readers bring their own
experience and understanding into the case study and that may lead to
generalizations.
4. Based more on reference populations determined by the reader, since the case
study is interpreted by the reader with population in mind.
Lack of faculty involvement in program assessment is ubiquitous in higher
education institutions. Since the assessment movement started 20 years ago, higher
education leaders are seeking ways to engage faculty in the process. Various contexts
have their individual challenges; however, lack of faculty participation is one of the
common problems that higher education leaders need to cope with (Banta, 1997; Driscoll
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& Noriega, 2006; Ewell, 1996; Fine & Nazworth, 1999; Steele, 1996). The case study
allowed collecting concrete and in-depth knowledge of faculty participation in a setting
that has had successful assessment implementation. This in-depth knowledge could also
be leveraged by many other campuses that may have similar participation issues. In other
words, the factors that impact faculty behavior can be also interpreted by faculty
members in other campuses through bringing their own experiences and understanding as
Stake (1995) mentioned.
Unit of Analysis
Yin (1994) discussed the unit of analysis as one of the components of case study,
which explains the case as what it is. While identifying the case and the unit of analysis,
the previous literature provided guidelines. In this manner, this study explored aspects of
faculty participation in assessment activities in higher education. The literature states that
faculty involvement is one of the most powerful influences on successful assessment
implementation. The lack of faculty interest or involvement, on the other hand, is
problematic in higher education due to various reasons. Both Blackburn and Lawrence’s
(1995) and Gappa et. al.’s (2007) extended studies of faculty work and behavior provides
the framework for this study. Both studies concluded that two important factors impact
faculty behavior and productivity: individual faculty characteristics and the environment
or institutional characteristics. Thus, this study explored the impact of these factors on
faculty participation behavior specifically in terms of program assessment. The case
study produced factors affecting faculty participation, which may not be generalizable to
the whole higher education faculty but will provide certain guidelines to work with
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faculty or shape the environment accordingly. Moreover, understanding faculty
perspective in this matter will allow higher education to develop some strategies working
with faculty. Furthermore, Merriam (2009) defined the case study as an “in-depth
description and analysis of a bounded system” (p. 40). In this study, the bounded system
is defined as the School of Education. Specifically, the Curriculum & Instruction (C & I)
department was selected to investigate the faculty members because of its early
implementation of program assessment during the accreditation preparation. Some of the
assessment tools and practices were piloted first in Curriculum and Instruction
department by the Assessment Task Force which is the governance body in the School of
Education for leading assessment activities. Also, Eduventure, the Research and
Consulting company hired to evaluate the program effectiveness, generated its first yearly
report on the teacher licensure program in the Curriculum and Instruction department.
The Role of the Researcher
We understand, accordingly, that to write social science is not just to passively
report findings but to enter into a whole range of power relations. Thus, instead of
the disinterested outside observer we sometimes imagine ourselves to be, we are in
fact changing what we observe, by the very fact of reporting it, if not in the actual
observing itself. (Luker, 2003, p. 8)
Luker (2003) claimed that the position of a researcher in a qualitative study should
be actively engaged in a given setting to understand the power dynamics. In this research,
my position as a researcher is defined by my prior work experience in the research site.
On the one side, this experience provides me insider perspective on how the assessment
initiative was interpreted by the faculty. On the other side, it resulted in having biases,
assumptions and attitudes toward the studied subject.
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The qualitative methodology requires researchers to be aware of their roles in the
study. Since I, as a researcher, was working at the research site, I was aware of my biases,
assumptions, values, attitudes and feelings as listed below during data collection and
analysis.
•

Most of the faculty do not participate in assessment activities because they
may not see the benefits of using assessment.

•

Faculty members spend more time on research compared to teaching and
learning because of promotion and tenure criteria.

•

Faculty may not have the necessary resources or knowledge about
assessment.

•

Faculty participation will increase before accreditation visits.

•

Assessment can be useful and efficient if faculty participate actively.

During my five years of experience in the research site, I worked as Assessment
Graduate Assistant and developed some assumptions, values and biases in regard to
faculty involvement in assessment. Initially, I had some experience with faculty resisting
participation in the assessment activities. At the time, I assumed that these faculty
members may not have had enough time and resources to conduct assessment. After
being involved in the campus-wide assessment initiative where more resources were
allocated, I realized that there could be other reasons why faculty did not participate.
Therefore, my assumptions changed over time; lack of faculty participation may not only
be related to time and resources, but also to faculty beliefs. Because faculty do not have
enough knowledge and experience, they would not see the benefits of using assessment.
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Moreover, they were not seeing it as beneficial to their academic career because it was
not part of the promotion and tenure policies which gave more weight to research than
teaching and learning.
Research Design
Sampling Strategy
In this study, theory or concept sampling as a type of purposeful sampling was
used. Theory or concept sampling, in a purposeful sampling, allows researchers to sample
individuals or sites because they can help generate or discover a theory or specific
concepts within the theory. This study aims to identify factors impacting faculty
engagement; therefore, faculty from the Curriculum and Instruction department were
selected to help generate specific concepts. Because the Curriculum and Instruction
department had a successful implementation of program assessment during the
accreditation preparation, exploring faculty perspectives in this environment would
provide more in-depth and specific information on faculty engagement. Through
purposeful sampling, the faculty members who were exposed to program assessment
activities during the last four years of NCATE preparation were selected to be invited for
interviews. Faculty members who were hired after 2009 and had no experience in this
particular context were not included in the sampling.
Research Population
In this study, a unit of analysis is the School of Education at a comprehensive
university. Specifically, the study will examine faculty views in the Curriculum &
Instruction department.
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Sampling Size
The research participants were seven faculty members out of 15 in the Curriculum
and Instruction Department who volunteered to become part of the study. The overall
population of the department is 21. Because this case study aims to explore the
implementation of program assessment in a given setting and specifically the faculty
involvement in this implementation, faculty members who were hired after the NCATE
Accreditation visit and who did not have experience with program assessment in the
given school were excluded. Seven faculty who volunteered to be part of the study were
chosen regardless of their academic ranks or administrative positions. Table 3 displays
the demographic information on faculty who were interviewed for this study.
Table 3
Participants’ Demographic Information
Gender

5 Female

2 Male

Academic Rank

2 Full Professor

3 Associate Professor

2 Senior Instructor

Education

5 Ph.D.

1 Ed.D.

1 Master’s

Administrative Position

1 No Administrative
Position

5 Program Coordinator

1 Other
Administrative
Position

Average number of Years
in Teaching

35.7 years

Average number of years
in Teaching at the Current
University

17.4 years
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Research Site
The Graduate School of Education is the professional education unit. It is also the
most comprehensive education school in the Pacific Northwest with more than 52
degree, licensure, and continuing professional development programs. The school
awarded 569 degrees in the 2007-2008 academic year and recommended more than 750
individuals for licensure. It guides the development of teachers who are strong in content
knowledge, expert in instructional practice, and committed to educational excellence,
social justice, and equity (Graduate School of Education, retrieved February 10, 2010).
The School of Education, which is the unit of analysis for this study, had its
previous NCATE visit in 2001. The school received major recommendations regarding
its unit-wide assessment system. The accreditation team found the assessment system
inconsistent and suggested building a more coherent unit-wide assessment system. In
2006, the leadership in the school experienced major changes including a new Dean, a
new Associate Dean for Academic Affairs with greater emphasis on program assessment
in the school. In addition, there was a change in the leadership of the Curriculum and
Instruction department. Effective and inclusive planning for the preparation of NCATE
2009 visit began with the new leadership. The Dean formed an Assessment Task Force
including the associate dean, department chairs, faculty and a graduate assistant and sent
this group to the NCATE Conference in Virginia, purchased TK20 assessment software
and signed a contract with Eduventure- Research and Consulting company for Higher
Education.
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First of all, the Assessment Task Force was responsible for overseeing the
assessment activities in the school in addition to implementing the unit-wide assessment
system. The Task Force met periodically to revise the conceptual framework of the
school, to design the unit wide assessment system and to create assessment tools for
various transition points in the programs. In addition, this group led the data collection
and analysis in coordination with departments within the school.
Secondly, the purchase of an assessment management system (TK20) was made
to collect systematic assessment data. The faculty and students were responsible for
inputting data into the system. Data from several transition points such as admission,
mid-point, exit and follow-up were collected, and analyzed for decision making. Faculty
members were presented data in faculty meetings, and were also included in the
assessment conversations in departmental meetings. The school prepared a digital
portfolio to share its assessment system, assessment data and other information with
faculty, administration, and students within the scope of accreditation preparation.
There were numerous departments and programs implementing the assessment
and data management system. However, the Assessment Task Force members first
worked closely with the Curriculum and Instruction Department in developing the
assessment tools for the Graduate Teacher Education Program which piloted some of the
key assessment tools. Another initiative during the accreditation preparation was to work
with Eduventure – Research and Consulting Company for Higher Education. The first
analysis of program assessment data from the 2005-2006 academic year was conducted
by Eduventure for the Curriculum and Instruction Department. This analysis provided in-
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depth information on the teacher licensure program including admission, mid-point, exit
and follow-up data. Similar work was later repeated for two other major licensure
programs.
The teacher licensure program required student teachers to prepare two work
samples during student teaching, and included additional key assignments to earn the
teaching licensure. Therefore, work sample evaluations and field experience evaluations
were designed by the Assessment Task Force to collect data on student teachers’
knowledge, skills and performance through assessment software. As a result of these
actions, assessment data were used to make programmatic decisions by the Curriculum
and Instruction department. Similar steps were followed after the Curriculum and
Instruction Department implementation of assessment tools by other major licensure
programs. In addition to the Assessment Task Force initiative, the Associate Dean and
one Graduate Assistant guided individual programs in the School in designing assessment
tools and implementing them to collect data. The Associate Dean and Graduate Assistant
supported the program coordinators through providing assessment tools and coordinating
the data collection and analysis. As one of the interviewees said, the work with the
Curriculum and Instruction Department was used as a role model to implement
assessment activities in other programs in the School of Education.
After a successful implementation of program assessment for four years, the
school had its accreditation visit in 2009. The state-wide and nation-wide accreditation
agencies had a joint visit to the school and stated that the school has accomplished
accreditation requirements with some minor changes. Right after the accreditation visit
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was over, a new Associate Dean for Academic Affairs was appointed with similar
charges and a full-time Assessment Associate was hired.
Data Collection Strategies
The interview protocol included several categories (See Appendix A – Interview
Protocol) derived from the literature on program assessment, faculty work, and faculty
participation in assessment activities: Demographic Information, Individual Faculty
Characteristics, Environmental/Institutional Characteristics and Educational Innovation.
Demographic Information included questions on gender, years of experience,
academic rank, career preparation, and professional development. In Gappa et al.’s
(2007) and Blackburn and Lawrence’s (1995) works, the socio-demographic
characteristics are shown as one of the essential elements in explaining faculty behavior
or faculty members’ organizational commitment.
The individual characteristics section was comprised of the questions on faculty
perception of themselves or certain individual characteristics that may impact their
behavior. Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) stated that understanding of self for faculty
especially with regard to their roles, is crucial to exploring faculty behavior toward
certain phenomena. Under this category, faculty knowledge and philosophy of
assessment (Friedlander & Serban, 2004), faculty beliefs (Grunwald & Peterson, 2003)
and attitudes (Hoviland et al., 2009; Grunwald & Peterson, 2003; Kezar, 2001) toward
program assessment were examined.
The environmental/Institutional Characteristics section consisted of questions
regarding environmental features (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Kezar, 2001) that may

55
impact their behavior. These questions reflected faculty members’ perception of their
work environment (Gonzalez & Padilla, 1999), perception of resources (Gonzalez &
Padilla, 1999), and perception of leadership (Ewell, 2008; Farmer, 1999; Riggs &
Worthley, 1992) in a given institution again in relation to assessment.
In the literature, researchers define program assessment as an educational
innovation, therefore, in order to retrieve information on participation, I posed questions
that represented some features of the type of users that Rogers defined. Specifically, I
solicited faculty members’ own statements on how they think about assessment, under
what conditions they are/would be part of the process or what specific barriers/facilitators
that they perceive as impacting their behaviors.
Data Collection Procedures
Structured one-to-one interviews were conducted to collect data. First, the Human
Subject Approval (Appendix D) was submitted. After the approval was received, fifteen
faculty members were identified who had worked in the School of Education for more
than three years. Identified faculty members in the Curriculum and Instruction
department were sent an email invitation. The faculty members who were recently hired
by the department were not invited to the interviews because they would not have had
enough experience or knowledge about the program assessment activities in the School of
Education. The faculty, who were selected through purposeful sampling, were sent email
(see Appendix B) three times within a 2-month period. Out of 15, 7 faculty members
agreed to participate in the study. No academic rank were considered in the selection of
faculty members. Each interview was scheduled based on faculty members’ availability
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and conducted in a year and a half after the NCATE visit in the school. Based on faculty
members’ preference, the interviews were mostly conducted in their university office.
Only one participant requested to meet at another location which was more appropriate
for the faculty member. Interview durations varied from 1 hour to 1 hour and 45 minutes.
Each interview started with informing the participant about the interview. The
interview protocol (see Appendix C) was provided to the participants who were requested
to sign the protocol before the session, if they agreed with the terms and conditions. The
permission for recording was obtained from each participant. The structured interviews
were conducted according to the interview protocol.
Data Analysis
Bogdan and Biklen’s (2007) 10 suggestions for qualitative data analysis guided
this process.
1. Force yourself to make decisions that narrow the study.
2. Force yourself to make decisions concerning the type of study you want to
accomplish.
3. Develop analytic questions.
4. Plan data collection sessions according to what you find in previous observations.
5. Write many observers’ comments as you go.
6. Write memos to yourself about what you are learning.
7. Try out ideas and themes on participants.
8. Begin exploring the literature while you are in the field.
9. Play with metaphors, analogies and concepts
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10. Use visual devices.
Moreover, Luker’s (2008) guidelines for interview data analysis were used to
capture observer’s comments mentioned above. The data analysis process started right
after each interview was conducted. Interview reflections were made according to
Luker’s following questions:
1. What surprised me about the interview?
2. What worried me about the interview?
3. How does this interview change the theory?
These questions helped me as a researcher to identify areas that I needed to pay
attention to while conducting the interviews, to be conscious about my biases and
assumptions that are mentioned earlier. By answering these questions, I also ensured that
I conducted the interviews along the lines of my interview protocol. This process also
initiated the data analysis earlier in the process which brought a useful perspective to data
collection.
The interview results were transcribed by the researcher. Data analysis of
interview results was done through open coding (Seidman, 1998). Open coding consisted
of reading the interviews and looking for patterns and themes that illustrate faculty
perceptions of assessment as well as influences that determine levels of participation. To
interpret the categories derived from the analysis, I used Luborsky’s (1994) thematic
analysis. Luborsky’s thematic analysis provided in-depth information on faculty self- and
social-knowledge as well as their perception on adoption of educational innovation. The
thematic analysis consisted of two steps: identifying the themes from verbatim interview;
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and categorizing themes into topics. After transcribing the interviews, each verbatim
transcript was reviewed and notes were taken throughout the reading process to capture
the overall themes. Then, these themes were categorized into topics based on the
theoretical frameworks. The interview reflections and other memos were also taken into
consideration while the topics were identified.
Validity and Reliability
Merriam (2009) stated that no matter what the research type is, validity and
reliability should be approached through careful attention to data collection, analysis and
interpretation. For this reason, I started the data analysis early in the process while
conducting the interviews. Merriam defined internal validity as the degree to which
research findings match reality (Merriam, 2009). Moreover, it is about the findings being
congruent with reality. Because it is almost impossible to capture truth or reality, she
suggested triangulation as one strategy to ensure internal validity in qualitative research
(Merriam, 2009).
As mentioned earlier, multiple theories were utilized in the development of this
study. The data on faculty self- and social-knowledge as well as participation were
collected through face to face interviews. Multiple theories, i.e., theories on faculty
behavior, context in higher education institutions, and innovation theory helped explain
faculty engagement from various perspectives. My knowledge and experience within the
research site also allowed me to consider the contextual factors and interpret the
interview data.
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Limitations
There are several limitations to the study. First, the study was limited in terms of
its generalizability to the faculty in higher education institutions with regard to the type,
size, resources available and context. As discussed earlier, program assessment is
strongly associated with accreditation self-studies. At the research site, the focus on
assessment due to the self-study preparations may have impacted the faculty perspectives
and result in high participation in assessment. Therefore, the faculty members’ perception
may differ since the research site experienced the accreditation visit before the interviews
were conducted. Also, the resources that were provided during the preparations in a given
setting may have influenced how faculty evaluate the environmental factors.
Another important limitation of this study is that the participants only represented
the Early Adapters or Early Majority who were already motivated and interested in
adopting the educational innovation. The range of participants might have influenced the
data results in terms of identifying the factors that inhibit faculty participation.
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CHAPTER V
FINDINGS
In this section, the research findings are presented in order to explore the
following research questions. The overall research question is “What are the factors that
influence faculty participation in program assessment in higher education?” And the
subquestions are:
1. How do faculty members’ career preparation impact their adoption of assessment
activities?
2. How do faculty members’ self-knowledge impact their participation in assessment
activities?
3. How do faculty members’ social-knowledge impact their participation in
assessment activities?
4. How do faculty evaluate their participation in program assessment activities?
In this study, it is particularly essential to have a better grasp of the context that
may have had a direct impact on faculty perception of program assessment. As mentioned
in the Research Methodology section, the accreditation preparations in the School of
Education were considered in the process of data analysis. In this section, I present the
key findings to answer the overall research question and then discuss the findings with
regard to sub-questions.
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The Synthesis of Research Findings in Figure 4 summarizes the findings based on
the two theoretical frameworks used in the design of this study. According to the
synthesis, the following factors were related to faculty participation:
•

Faculty professional background,

•

Faculty beliefs, attitudes and practices of assessment

•

Leadership

•

The connection to faculty beliefs

•

Work environment

•

School Vision

•

Systematic Assessment Framework

•

Resources and Reward Structure

•

Collegiality

•

Professional growth

•

Academic freedom

•

The use of educational innovation

•

Type of users of innovation

Individual Faculty Characteristics

Elements of Faculty
Work Experience

Self-Knowledge & Career
•

Faculty beliefs about assessment

•

Faculty attitudes toward

•

Collegiality

•

Professional

assessment
•

Faculty assessment practices in
research, teaching and service

Outcomes / Faculty Behavior
Growth
•

The use of TK20 in program
assessment

Social Knowledge
•

Leadership

•

Work Environment

•

School Mission

•

Resources

•

Reward structures

•

Academic

•

Adoption of educational
innovation

Freedom

•

•

Type of users of innovation

Flexibility

Institutional Characteristics

Figure 4. The Synthesis of Research Findings based on Blackburn & Lawrence (1995) & Gappa et.al. (2005) models
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These factors were categorized under Individual Faculty Characteristics,
Institutional Characteristics, Elements of the Work Experience and Faculty Behavior
based on the two theoretical frameworks. Under the Individual Faculty Characteristics,
faculty beliefs and attitudes toward assessment, in other words, whether they perceive
assessment to assess student learning, use assessment to improve their own practices or
evaluate the effectiveness of the program, were found to be influential in their
participation. Their assessment practices in teaching, research and service roles directly
showed their commitment to and participation in assessment activities. Faculty
professional background such as their teaching experience previous to academic life,
administrative roles and their graduate school experience impacted the level of
participation.
Under the institutional characteristics, faculty self-report on leadership, work
environment, conceptual framework (school mission), resources and reward structure
revealed a level of interaction with faculty participation. In the Elements of Work
Experience category, expectation for a collegial work environment where assessment
leads to professional growth with academic freedom and flexibility appeared essential for
faculty members. Finally, the use of TK20 to collect assessment data, adoption of
educational innovation and faculty self-report on the type of users of assessment
innovation provided information on actual faculty behavior regarding assessment.
While some of these factors had significant and direct impact on faculty behavior,
some others were considered as having indirect impact based on faculty self-report.
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For example, work environment impacted faculty members’ decision making on
assessment since the organizational culture is an essential part of faculty’s daily life. The
continuous exposure to assessment topics in the School of Education and in the
departmental meetings was recognized by the faculty. Increased number of assessment
activities during the preparations was reported as influential on faculty perception.
Similarly, the new leadership and their commitment to program assessment were visible
to the faculty and helped them grasp the importance of assessment.
Collegiality, on the other hand, may have indirectly impacted faculty participation
in assessment activities. Even though faculty members were involved in assessment
activities in their department, they did not think that there were enough interactions
among faculty in regards to assessment. They stated that they would like to have more
collegiality which might increase the level of participation.
In addition, two faculty members in the interviews mentioned that the notion of
academic freedom may affect some faculty’s decision on engaging in assessment because
there are no consequences of not being involving in assessment. Another faculty brought
up the nature of academic work and said that she would like to be part of any
programmatic decision that is related to teaching and learning because faculty members
should have control over their work.
Besides the fact that these factors have a range of impact on faculty behavior, they
are also interrelated. For instance, faculty members’ willingness to leverage assessment
in their research, teaching and service are also indicators of their beliefs and attitudes. For
some faculty, the rationale for conducting assessment and using the data for decision
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making comes from the desire for professional growth. They believed that assessment
was important to improve their teaching practices and reflect necessary changes in their
programs. The commitment of leadership to assessment activities is another interrelated
factor on faculty beliefs, perception of their work environment and resources. It is
important to acknowledge the interrelatedness of these factors because they play a key
role in shaping work environment that is meaningful, structured, collegial, and respectful
to academic freedom where faculty will be more likely to participate in program
assessment activities.
Overall Research Question
What are the factors that influence faculty participation in program
assessment in higher education?
Five key findings were identified as the factors that influence faculty participation
in program assessment in a given setting. These five factors are: leadership, philosophical
dissonance, systematic and ongoing assessment framework, perception of work
environment, and technology.
Leadership
One of the significant findings of the study is that leadership and administrative
support have an impact on faculty work life in terms of participating in assessment.
Similar to Farmer’s (1999) findings on motivation for institutional improvement, the
research studies of Einarson (1998) on professional development regarding assessment
and of Grunwald and Peterson (2003) on the factors promoting faculty involvement, the
strong existence of leadership and administrative support were found to be the most

66
effective factor on faculty participation. Six faculty members clearly stated that after the
new Dean, and the Associate Dean for Academic Affairs came in, they felt that there was
clearer sense of direction for program assessment activities. Ultimately, faculty members
felt that organizational climate fostered program improvement through assessment data
mostly due to the accreditation preparation. .
I feel like there is a very clear climate of program improvement. I attribute that to
our Dean, Associate Dean, my program chair and program coordinator for GTEP.
I think for one, our Dean has been very clear, for me at least he communicated
this well and over time that our accreditation was about program improvement
and we were also getting accredited.
I think we have great leadership right now. I think we are in the healthiest place
we have been for years.
I think [the department chair’s name] had the opportunity to do that because the
department chair was getting the support that the department chair needed from
the Dean’s vision and leadership. It definitely trickled down.

The school mission and conceptual framework were also perceived as guidelines
to program assessment activities. In addition to organizational climate, faculty pointed
out the infrastructure and resources that were made available by the leadership (e.g.,
assessment task force and assessment software, assessment graduate assistant to support
the implementation of assessment system).
Well, I think we are very lucky. We have a cadre of people who were willing to
take the lead. They are full time, tenure, fixed term, staff and administrators who
were willing to serve in the Assessment Task Force to get up and running. To me
they really moved us not having an assessment system to systematic…
I think that they have been doing great jobs of getting us through our
TSPC/NCATE reviews… I think that did best, going through those programs
gave us some direction and some ways that would take the program or areas that
we don’t do a good job yet or could do better.
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I was impressed with it [TK20] simply because I realized that it was an
investment required resources, commitment to investing in a system that would
make program assessment and data gathering at the time more manageable
showed me that the vision of the Dean’s leadership.
I truly think that and I believe that it was a mandate to take a course objective, and
align conceptual framework, align the national state standards you know like a
grid and then look at the evidence if your student are getting on things. It forces
me to do some thinking that makes it stronger.
I think the conversations that [Graduate Assistant’s name] and [the Associate
Dean’s name] had really helped. I think they were really successful especially
during the NCATE preparation, and having us think about as first of all as part of
the journey and naturalistic part that we needed to do.

Connection to Faculty Beliefs
Exploring how faculty define assessment, what their beliefs are and how much
they value assessment are some of the important elements of understanding faculty work
and behavior (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995). In addition, Gonzalez and Padilla (1999)
found that one of the components of faculty engagement is goal congruence. What goal
congruence really means is that if faculty and institutional goals are congruent, faculty
are willing to engage in the process of creating change. Within this scope, interview data
indicated that each faculty member viewed assessment in numerous ways which may
directly affect their level of engagement in assessment activities. These varied differences
provide a baseline for higher education leaders to create an environment where faculty
feel connected and engage in assessment activities. Some of the examples of faculty
perspective on assessment are:
I think the only way you can truly be an ongoing learner, life-long learner is to
continue to assess. I look at it as reflection in some ways… I would say that my
philosophy of assessment is incredibly valuable on multiple levels. I am always
trying to do a better job in being clear in what my expectations and how I can best
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guide them towards those in or what kinds of activities or measure can I put in
place to learn whether or not they learn.
I think we all do assessment. That does not mean that it is always good but we do
it all the time… it should be useful, it should be plain language, and it should be
in cooperative spirit…
It is what we should be modeling as teacher educators…I think there is always
things you can figure out to be more effective in teacher education..it has to be
continually.
You have to have a clear purpose for what the assessment is going to measure.
There has to be an articulate path between the objective of assessment and the
evaluation criteria.
It would be to help all the participants determine their values and then to gather
evidence about the effectiveness of their programs in terms of getting those
values. And I am looking at merit and impacts as well as getting at their values.
We need to have multiple data sources for assessment… Yes, quantitative data
gives us one bit of information but it is not sufficient by itself. So we need to have
for any assessment design or plan, we need to have multiple ways of assessing
individual students, faculty and course evaluations.
It is broad. I don’t think myself as assessment person.

While two faculty only thought of classroom assessment, others distinguished
program assessment activities with their own practices and talked about what assessment
should be or how it should be conducted. Relatedly, three faculty who thought that
program assessment is an integral part of what they do and they should be role modeling
their students are more likely to be intrinsically motivated to conduct program assessment
than the ones who thought it is an interference to faculty roles and responsibilities.
Faculty members said:
…there is a lot of motivation but in different areas. That is one of the challenges
for this kind of program-wide assessment is that we have to have buy in. Faculty
need to see how it is going to benefit their learning and their job in certain ways.
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We got to model that. We got to know if this is working or now. I think part of
my passion is about this.
It ought to be integral part of what we do… I cannot think of separate kind of not
noticing what is going on and what you are doing.

Another important finding on faculty beliefs toward assessment is the use of
terminology. It is crucial to understand the kind of language that faculty use to explain
their assessment knowledge and ideas. This would allow us to create more meaningful
work environment for faculty. For instance, one faculty member explicitly said that the
assessment should have plain language. Two faculty members used the term program
evaluation instead of program assessment which also affects the way assessment is being
performed. One faculty member disagreed with the discrepancy evaluation of the goals
against the standards that are currently in place. Instead of measuring the program against
the pre-defined standards and goals, this faculty member claimed that program evaluation
should start with collecting data on values defined by the members of the organization.
The faculty member stated that this type of discrepancy analysis misleads the program.
Instead the program should collect data on the merit and value to examine how much the
program addresses the needs of students.
I consider myself a program evaluator. And a difference for me assessment
and evaluation is considerable… Assessment, I think, would be more the
collecting data and measurement pretty directly following the term
assessment. Program evaluation would certainly depend on program
assessment but it would go with evaluation’s middle name, which is the value,
the merit value and the impact of those data. And one of the problems I have
working with program assessment is I think it hides the fact that it is an
evaluative activity.

70
The faculty members also defined assessment based on their career preparation,
knowledge and experience in regards to the given topic. While three faculty may only
consider classroom assessment, others interpret assessment on multiple levels including
self-evaluation and professional growth.
To me, assessment feels more fluid. Maybe that has just been the assessment has
been talked about since forever in my life actually…It feels more ongoing and
more temporary…fluid assessment is part of a process, where evaluation could be
part of the process.
I certainly value assessment. I think that the only way you can truly be an ongoing
learner, lifelong learner is to continue to assess… I am always trying to do a better
job in being clear in what my expectations and how I can best guide them towards
those in or what kinds of activities/measures can I put in place to learn whether or
not they learn

The data also revealed that faculty members have various research paradigms that
are directly in relation to conducting assessment. For example, three out of seven faculty
members evaluated their quantitative skills either nonexistent or weak; one faculty
preferred qualitative research in their profession and three faculty members stated that
their research skills in both areas are either improving or good to conduct both type of
research studies. The following comments on the multiple or different ways of collecting
data showed that faculty members expect to have a connection with the way assessment
is being conducted. To put it differently, aligning with faculty members’ research
paradigms and preferences will be a gateway to faculty involvement. The faculty
members said:
My problem with a lot of program assessment data is that you cannot put a face
on it. I do policy work...when I go for legislatures, you can provide numbers, bars
and graphs. But until you begin to put a face on it, they do not connect with it. If
they don’t connect with it, you don’t get your policy moves on.
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…we need to have multiple data sources for assessment…Yes, quantitative data
gives us one bit of information but it is not sufficient by itself. So we need to have
for any program assessment design or plan, we need to have multiple ways of
assessing individual students, and faculty and course evaluations.

As a result of faculty interviews, data analysis showed that faculty members held
a wide range of philosophical understanding of assessment. The congruency between
faculty and the school’s understanding of program assessment becomes a critical
component in faculty participation. To put it succinctly, if there is compatibility and
connection between faculty beliefs and the organization with regard to their perspective
on program assessment, faculty will more likely engage in those activities which justify
Gappa et al.’s (2007) claim that if the essential elements of faculty work are in place,
both institutions and faculty members will benefit from work environment. Driscoll

Systematic and Ongoing Assessment Structures
In addition to leadership and connection to faculty beliefs, assessment activities
needed to be in a systematic and ongoing structure. Faculty members expected leadership
to build the systematic and cyclical assessment framework. In other words, they stated
that continuous assessment conversations and presentations by the Associate Dean were
very helpful and wanted to have these activities continue. Three faculty members voiced
their concerns on losing this structured conversations and work after the NCATE visit
was over.
And without [the Associate Dean name] on a routine basis presenting at a faculty
meeting, we could not even articulate.
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I am concerned that it is let off but I personally think that it has been a
tremendous benefit. The school is much stronger after [the Dean’s name] came in
with this push.
They need to have a clear sense. I think we got that during the NCATE and we
just go back to the old stuff.
I think [the department chair’s name] had the opportunity to do that because the
department chair was getting the support that the department chair needed from
the Dean’s vision and leadership. It definitely trickled down.
I think there is more time provided but it was run up to the NCATE…the program
gets back to other things that have been put on hold.

Although faculty members agreed that there was some kind of structure to
conduct assessment, five faculty members said that there needs to be more conversations
on assessment data to build an ongoing and systematic assessment.
I don’t feel like it is intentional and systematic…It might be intentional at the
moment, but not in the sense of let’s talk about assessment.
I think it needs to be more structuring and especially structurally faculty is like
herding cats. If you put too much structure, they will run away and they don’t
want to be told but they need to be. They need to have a clear sense I think we got
that during the NCATE and then we just go back to the old stuff.
I think basically creating professional learning community here one and which we
work collaboratively in an ongoing fashion.
I wish we could do organizationally more of that… I mean creating organizational
ethos…
We ramped up crazy and everybody was relieved and happy. Then we went down
the hill. Everybody backed up.

They also valued the existence of the Assessment Task Force with representatives
from various departments that carried over the messages across the school. Another
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faculty said that assessment should be fluid meaning that it should be a part of a process
together with evaluation.
Interestingly, unlike what Wright (2002) claimed, faculty members see
accreditation self-study as a positive means to collect data systematically, to create
culture change in an organization and to promote ongoing assessment framework.
…it is a mandate. We were mandated to gather program assessment data…I also
saw the value and benefit what data can tell us in making program decisions.
I am just glad NCATE requires it.
Culture, leadership, and skills. I think assessment dynamic can become second
nature. It is what we do here in the sense of culture being what we do here which
periodically show itself as we prepare ourselves for accreditation.
Faculty Perception of Work Environment
Blackburn and Lawrence’s (1995) model explained that the main influence on
faculty behavior and productivity comes from social knowledge, how faculty perceive
their work environment. Therefore, how faculty evaluate the organizational climate, how
they perceive leadership, school vision, available resources and structures are
investigated in this study and found that they have impact on faculty participation.
Six out of seven faculty members were highly cognizant of the increased number
of program assessment activities due to accreditation preparation as well as the decrease
in assessment after the visit. They claimed that there was an organizational climate to
pursue assessment during the preparation; however, the effort given to program
assessment has been decreasing since then. One faculty member openly said that
assessment should be integrated in the organizational culture regardless of accreditation.
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Now the question of NCATE for example, I think depending on the climate and
leadership within an academic institution and the skills… I think assessment can
become second nature. It is what we do here in the sense that culture being what
we do here periodically shows itself as we prepare ourselves for accreditation.

The overall data analysis showed that depending on faculty members’ perception
of the leadership, department chair, collaboration with colleagues and their own position
in the department, they may value assessment activities, appreciate provided resources
and they may also recognize the effort of leadership or vice versa. For instance, 5 faculty
members thought that there are enough resources, and structures provided for conducting
assessment because of the new dean, the associate dean and the department chair, while
two faculty members did not have any interaction with their colleagues on assessment or
did not see any resources and leadership support available because of their academic rank
or their position in the department. One of those faculty members, who self-evaluated
both quantitative and qualitative research skills superb , replied to the question on
sharing assessment with colleagues as:
…the biggest one would be I have not taught any evaluation courses at PSU… I
have never taught a Statistics course…I have taught all these courses in other
places and I do my evaluation outside of the GSE.

Another good example is while four faculty members underrated the TK20
assessment software, 1 faculty member thought that it is an investment that proves the
commitment of leadership One faculty member who was not involved in any of the
current assessment activities claimed that there are not enough resources, leadership or
vision provided to conduct assessment particularly in the school of education.
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Furthermore, as Gappa et al. (2007) articulated, it is critical for faculty to have
collegiality, academic freedom/autonomy, professional growth and flexibility in their
work experience. Along this line, faculty members expressed their opinion on the work
environment being autonomous, needing more collaboration, or contributing to their
professional growth in relation to program assessment activities.
Because faculty are so autonomous and do their own course syllabi the way they
want to teach, there has been very little collaboration.
…one of the things that we [are] particularly bad about is asking questions that
connect us with others…that we developed the models and paradigms for
assessment that have not brought us to wider assessment.
I certainly value assessment. I think that the only way you can truly be an ongoing
learner, lifelong learner is to continue to assess, I look at it as reflection in some
ways.
Another place to go is the intractability of faculty and academic freedom and sort
of what you are going to do, if I don’t do it?
The Use of Resources
The use of resources in assessment activities, particularly technology chosen for
data gathering, had an impact on faculty members’ perception of program assessment.
Four faculty members reported their frustration and stress that they have experienced
with TK20. It was found to be time-consuming, dysfunctional and unnatural to the way
that faculty operate. Moreover, two faculty members openly said that the software did not
provide useful data in terms of student learning.
I don’t think TK20 is useful for my teaching so far.
In terms of program assessment, when you say before everybody uploads,
everybody has to be proficient for instance and you cannot pass the student
teaching, if you cannot get proficient. It gives you no information for program
assessment.
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It is a disaster and becoming an unethical disaster.
TK20 is very onerous…the students don’t like it, faculty don’t like, I find it hard
to be supportive…

Two faculty members associate their TK20 experience with program assessment
and accreditation, which caused a somewhat negative attitude toward program
assessment activities. The faculty members stated:
It is an accreditation evaluation. I think it is our accreditation want and won a
word of accreditors…accreditation is a very narrow kind of evaluation and
essentially is largely goal bound discrepancy evaluation.
I see assessment necessary for betterment of student learning. Unfortunately, I
don’t know if we always apply it in appropriate manner. For example, I think
TK20 could provide some really good parameters but it has been way off marks
so far in my opinion.

Six out of seven faculty members acknowledged the existence of other resources
provided in the school such as human resources, assessment data collection methods and
the infrastructure.
In summary, the following key findings were found to answer the overall research
question:
•

Leadership was one of the strongest factors that impacted faculty involvement
in program assessment.

•

Faculty members had a diverse range of perspectives of assessment which
needs to be associated with assessment initiatives.

•

Faculty members were expecting structured conversations, systematic and
ongoing assessment framework.
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•

The perception of organizational climate regarding assessment influenced
faculty behavior.

•

The use of resources, particularly technology, had an impact on faculty
perception of assessment.

Faculty who sought out support from staff or colleagues to use TK20 had a greater
tendency to utilize the program even though they thought TK20 was hard to use. Another
faculty suggested that the school should have piloted the software before it was
purchased. The faculty said:
It should have been run without harm with two or three cohorts, for 3-4 years and
then you decide.
Next, I present the findings on the subquestions. The data are presented through
the amalgamation of Gappa et al. (2007) and Blackburn and Lawrence (1994) models on
faculty work (Figure 4). In Table 4, the data analysis summary on faculty career
characteristics and self-knowledge is provided. The very first findings from the table as
follows:
•

The average number of years in overall teaching including K-12, and other higher
education institutions is 32.4 years, while the average number of years in teaching
at the current university is 17.4 years.

•

All faculty members have previous experience as teachers and 6 of them have
served in an administrative positions.

•

Out of seven faculty members, three faculty reported that they have had formal
training on assessment via working with an assessment expert, graduate level
courses or some professional development activities. Four faculty members, on
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the other hand, said that they have not had any formal training because they
defined formal training like a course or specific program on assessment.
•

Faculty members’ research skills range from nonexistent to proficient in
qualitative and proficient in both quantitative and qualitative skills.

•

All faculty members thought that assessment is essential. Four faculty members
talked about classroom assessment specifically, while the rest of the faculty
members discuss assessment at a more general level.

•

Only two faculty members thought that assessment is an add-on or interference to
faculty work life, while five faculty affirmed that assessment is an integral part of
faculty roles for various reasons such as to inform one’s practice, to bring outside
voice, to provide coherence in the program, to communicate the merit value and
impact of the program.

•

All faculty members stated that they have been using assessment in their teaching
practices, while two of them did not provide specific examples of assessment.

•

In terms of using assessment in their research practices, four faculty disclosed that
they have presented at a conference, or published articles by using program
assessment data. While two faculty said that they have not used assessment data
in their research practices, one faculty member reported the current status of
research project developed based on program assessment data.

•

Five faculty members talked about their service roles and how they integrated the
use of program assessment data to make improvement in programs while two
faculty members did not provide any specific examples.

Table 4.
Data Analysis Summary on Faculty Career Characteristics & Self-Knowledge
Professional
Background

#1

#2

#3

#4

Evaluation
of Research
Skills

Philosophy of Assessment

Role of Assessment
in Faculty Life

Use of
Assessment in
Teaching

Use of
Assessment in
Research

Use of
Assessment
in Service

No. Only
research
courses in
doctoral
program

Improving in
both
Quantitative &
Qualitative
research

A.is essential; Role model
students in A.; Brings
coherency; Systematic
Classroom A.; Data to make
program changes

To inform one’s
practice to do
effective job

Yes - pre and
post-assessment
and exit surveys

Yes- used the
program exit
survey data
and published
2 articles

Yes- to
measure the
added value
of mentor
teachers

Yes. Graduate
level course and
workshops on
Assessment

Pretty good in
both; Prefer
Qualitative

Useful, plain language in a
cooperative spirit; Not serve
a power differential; Can be
good for student learning
and collegial work

Essential; Bring
outside voice and
others’ perspective;
should be
collaborative

Yes – no
specific
examples given

No –program
assessment
data is not
used.

No – no
specific
example
given

Yes.Undergrad.
& Grad
Courses,
Conferences,
Books and
Workshops

Adequate to
conduct both
Quantitative &
Qualitative
research

Assessment cannot be
divorced from instruction;
Clear purpose of A.;
Articulate the objective of
A and the evaluation
criteria; Connects to
conceptual framework, and
national standards

A is on a
developmental
continuum; Integral
part of faculty work;
Provides
cohesiveness

Yes – pre- and
post-assessment,
mid-course
evaluation

Yes –
presented
program
assessment
data and will
publish

Yes – in the
board that
the faculty
serves

Yes. Training
from Program
Evaluation
Specialist

Superb both

Determine value; Evidence
on the effectiveness of the
program; Merit, impact and
getting value; No
discrepancy evaluation.

Integral part of
faculty work life;
Communicating the
merit value and
impact

Yes – pre-and
post-assessment,
performance
assessment

Yes- has
numerous
scholarly work
on program
evaluation

Yes – in the
board that
the faculty
serves
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Former teacher;
Ed.D; Fixed
Term; Program
Coordinator; 31
years in overall
teaching; and 11
years at the
current university
Former teacher;
Ph.D; Associate
Professor;
Administrative
positions; 36 years
in overall
teaching; and 19
years at the
current university
Former teacher;
Ph.D; Full
Professor;
Program
Coordinator; 35
years in overall
teaching; and 13
years at the
current university
Former teacher;
Ph.D; Full
Professor; No
administrative
position; 20 years
in overall
teaching; and 23
years at the
current university

Formal
Training on
Assessment

Professional
Background

#5

#6

#7

Former teacher;
M.Sc.; FixedTerm;
Administrative
positions; 34
years in overall
teaching; and 21
years at the
current university
Former teacher;
Ph.D; Associate
Professor;
Program
Coordinator; 34
years in overall
teaching; and 21
years at the
current university
Former Teacher;
Ph.D; Associate
Professor;
Program
Coordinator; 42
years in overall
teaching; and 17
years at the
current university

Formal
Training on
Assessment

Evaluation of
Research
Skills

Philosophy of Assessment

Role of
Assessment in
Faculty Life

Use of
Assessment in
Teaching

Use of
Assessment in
Research

Use of
Assessment
in Service

Valuable;
Technology
should be helpful

Y- Authentic
assessment and
exit slips

N – more
focused on the
content

Y – in
partnership
activities

No. Only through
faculty instructor
background

Non-Existent

Value assessment to be
life-long learner;
Reflection; Valuable at
multiple level; Necessary
for betterment in student
learning

No. Only some
knowledge
because of
teaching
background

Zero in
Quantitative
and experienced
in Qualitative

Assessment is essential.
Multiple data sources;
Quantitative is good but
not sufficient

Painful and
interference in
faculty’s work
life; Faculty’s job
is to teach

Y- No specific
examples given.

Y – not until
recently. In 2-3
years presented
at conferences

Y – in school
partnership
projects

No. No formal
training

Firm
background in
Qualitative and
weak in
Quantitative

Assessment is essential &
mandatory; Value-added;
should be part of
organizational climate

It is an add-on to
faculty life;
Though it has
great promises for
improvement

Y – Standard
assessment, exit
surveys; nonformal openended questions

N –not yet but
working on the
program data to
publish

N – no
specific
examples
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Individual Faculty Characteristics
Subquestion 1. How do faculty members’ career preparation impact their adoption
of assessment activities
Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) stated that career preparation affect one’s values,
beliefs and evaluation of their knowledge on certain topics. Faculty professional
background data including their graduate education, and previous work experience is
presented in the Table 4. Interview results with respect to the number of years in
teaching, formal training on assessment are displayed below.
1a. Overall number of years in teaching / number of years in teaching in
current role. The average years of teaching experience including both K-12 and higher
education was 35.7 years, while the average time of teaching at the given setting was 17.4
years.
1b. Formal training on assessment. Three faculty members said that they have
never had any formal training on assessment. Four faculty members stated that they had
assessment training in the form of taking research courses during their graduate programs
or attending professional development sessions in conferences on their content areas.
Among those four faculty members, only one mentioned having a formal program
evaluation training from an assessment expert.
1c. Administrative roles. Except one faculty, six faculty members have had
administrative roles or are currently playing that role. Administrative roles affect their
perception of assessment. For instance, faculty who have played program coordinator
roles are more open to the idea of program assessment.
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Subquestion 2. How do faculty members’ self-knowledge impact their
participation in assessment activities?
Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) explained self-knowledge as the self-perceptions
that are related to behaviors and products in faculty members’ various academic roles –
teaching, scholarship, research and service. Therefore, the self-perception of faculty on
assessment with regard to these roles, and responsibilities will be presented in this
section. In particular, this section consists of the interview questions that reflected faculty
members’ ideas and opinions on how they evaluate their research skills, how they
integrate assessment in their roles and responsibilities, how assessment should be
conducted, who should be responsible for program assessment, or their philosophy of
assessment.
2a. Evaluation of research skills. Interviewees were asked to evaluate their
quantitative and qualitative skills. The results in Table 5 display that faculty members’
research skills range from nonexistent to proficient in qualitative and proficient in both
quantitative and qualitative skills. The range of research skills and preferred research
methodologies will have a direct impact on assessment data collection. In the table, the
type of users of assessment as an educational innovation was also presented.
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Table 5
The Self-Evaluation of Faculty on Research Skills.

The type of users of
Assessment Innovation
Early Majority
Early Majority
Early Adopter
Early Adopter
Early Adopter
Early Adopter
Early Adopter

Evaluation of Research Skills
Zero experience in Quantitative & Experienced in
Qualitative
Firm in Qualitative & Weak in Quantitative
Non Existent
Both Skills are Improving
Adequate in both & conducted research in both
Pretty good in both & Prefer Qualitative
Superb Both

2b. Experience in using assessment in research, teaching and service faculty
roles. According to Boyer (1990) faculty members have three main responsibilities in
academia: teaching, research and service. Exploring how faculty members’ use
assessment in those roles would provide a perspective on the level of commitment,
interest and specific examples on their actual behaviors in regards to assessment. First of
all, faculty members were asked to talk about how they use assessment in their teaching.
Overall, most of the faculty were very explicit on this question and provided very
detailed description of the steps that they take for classroom assessment. With regard to
beliefs, almost all of the faculty members stated that assessment is essential and integral
part of faculty members’ roles.
I think it is imperative that faculty look at their own teaching…Well I don’t think
that you can divorce assessment from instruction.
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Most of the faculty members had a very clear idea of the purposes of assessment which
are effectiveness of teaching, continuous measure of student learning and creating
consistency among the programs through decision making based on assessment data.
I really see three purposes of assessment…most obvious and most commonly
understood is to assess the degree to which students have achieved the learning.
And the second part of that is in looking at the ways [in] and which students
demonstrate learning…the third one is relating to that assessment then is using
that assessment, using both of those assessment data and then you look at them
and make decision about how to teach the course.
To inform my practice to do a more effective job; that is what it should be doing.
Systematic planning including pre-, mid- and post-assessment to determine
teaching effectiveness and various ways of assessing such as formative, summative or
performance assessment show that faculty members are knowledgeable and experienced
in classroom assessment.
Well, I use different levels of assessment, formative and summative assessment. I
try and do every one of my classes.
…so I have direct reports from them. Prior to just the last couple of years, I would
be also supervisor of student teacher. So, I could be in the field with them and see
how they are performing there. As a cohort leader, student teacher cohort leader, I
would see all my student teachers once a quarter all of the students that I work
within the cohort. So my assessment is largely performance in the setting that they
are preparing to work in. That would inform my teaching.
Another important finding from this question was that almost all of them stated
that they design their own course evaluations because the university’s bubble forms
would come late, and they do not provide the kind of feedback faculty are looking for in
order to improve their teaching and learning practices.
I don’t get them in 2-3 months, it gets delayed, it has no impact on the courses
and it frequently can’t impact for a full year because the course is not taught until
the next year. I find as with a lot of that kind of assessment, you have some
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extremes on the both sides...it does not give you any kind of viable data that you
can grow from. So I find it very disappointing and as an instructor I care about
doing a good job and having that course be better.
But student evaluations should be part of the assessment process to help faculty
and programs to see the effectiveness of program and what is going on.
Because these faculty members are educators in pre service teacher training
programs, they also believe that it is crucial to role model assessment in the classroom for
students. One faculty member stated that:
It is what we should be modeling as teacher educators because our teacher
candidates should go out knowing that they should be continually questioning
whether what they are doing is effective for kids. They should be doing program
assessment of their own practices and how could… we got to model that.
I think it is imperative that, as a faculty member in the Graduate School of
Education, I model practices.
With regard to use of program assessment data in research, four faculty members
said that they have been using data to publish and to present in various meetings and
conferences. One faculty member was not using the program assessment data because of
different academic interest until recently; however, the shift in assessment culture in the
department has led to some research and presentations.
I have systematically collected a research data in the form of surveys from my
students at first were pre- and post-assessment and but eventually became
formalized research studies.
My scholarly interest would be more about how to learn teaching process…and I
did not use assessment data as research data. But more recently, as we have
started thinking about revising the program and doing things at the program level,
now my focus is at the program level. I have done some work and presentations
on how program evolves.
I have published two articles using the data from our program assessment.
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Two faculty members, who are not using assessment in their scholarly work mentioned
specifically that their academic focus is not assessment or they have a problem with the
data type.
My problem with assessment data is that you cannot put a face on it.
Finally, five faculty members out of seven declared that they have been using
program assessment data within their service roles particularly in partnership activities
with school districts, schools or other nonprofit organizations to reflect on program
quality.
And it has been really great partnership. In that conversations, we made adoptions
in our program because they need…
We are doing a lot of partnership with schools and certainly part of that
negotiation process is to talk about our program…
2c. Philosophy of assessment. Faculty members were asked to explain their
philosophy of assessment. Some faculty members found this question hard to answer for
they are not the experts in assessment. Almost all participants stated that assessment is
essential for effectiveness of teaching. First of all, faculty self-reports were analyzed to
identify common themes around assessment. Faculty members’ philosophy of assessment
- their knowledge, beliefs, and attitudes with regard to assessment – was characterized by
a main theme for each interviewee. For example, interviewee I was mainly speaking
about the significance of conducting program assessment for effective teaching. The
participant communicated the importance of collecting assessment data for effective
teaching. The faculty said:
We got to know what is working or not…to inform my practice to do a more
effective job. That is what it should be doing…
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For interview 2, collegiality in assessment was the main theme because the
faculty mainly emphasized the importance of working collaboratively with other schools.
According to interviewee 2, assessment should connect faculty with each other. The
faculty said:
My philosophy of assessment is that…it should be in a cooperative spirit which
means it should not serve a power differential… I think it [assessment] can be
good for student learning, for collegial work and good for improvement.
Interview 3 was characterized by the concept of assessment as a developmental
continuum. In this interview, the participant mentioned that faculty has started to see that
their work on assessment as part of the whole.
Faculty need to think of program assessment on a developmental continuum…
developmental continuum is that now faculty is beginning to see that the work
that they are doing from the beginning, the middle and the end is what makes a
program assessment…we know our entry data and we know our mid data and
end. Now what we need to do is it is time to say: let’s take the midterm
assessment...let’s have everybody look at the score and see what does this tell us.

The fourth interview was dominated by the distinction between program
assessment and program evaluation. The faculty member underlined the fact that
assessment is mere data, while evaluation involves merit value and impact which are
determined through data.
I consider myself a program evaluator and a difference for me assessment and
evaluation is considerable…one of the problems I have working with program
assessment is I think it hides the fact that it is an evaluative activity…determining
values is the most interesting parts of the program evaluation.
Interview 5 was categorized as assessment for professional growth mainly
dominated by the idea of using assessment for effective teaching, having viable data that
one can grow from.
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I obviously using the results of exit slips measure to see whether the course was
effective… it [course evaluation] does not give you any kind of viable data that
you can grow from… I certainly value assessment, I think the only way you can
truly be an ongoing learner, lifelong learner is to continue to assess.
Interview 6 can be characterized by the importance of leadership in the process.
Faculty member put great emphasis on how new leadership presented program
assessment and structured the assessment activities and provided resources. The faculty
stated:
In a way I was not aware that we had done in the past. In the end, I saw the value
and benefit what data can tell us in making program decisions…I think it was
very timely to have new dean with his new vision, a new department chair, who
operated on a very different scale than my perceptions of previous chairs….it was
very timely… More visible and there was a transparent process. There was
accountability and there were resources, none of which, I was aware of in the
past.
Finally, the interview 7 was overshadowed by faculty members’ perspective on
the necessity of ongoing, cyclical and systematic assessment. The faculty member said
that assessment activities should be more intentional and systematic where faculty
discuss the data and come up with a suggestion for the program.
I don’t feel like it is intentional and systematic…I would particularly people come
together around the table and look at what we know about our program, and make
some decisions about that…it feels more ongoing.
2d. The role of program assessment in faculty work life. The responses to the
question of the role of program assessment in faculty members’ work life were grouped
under two themes. The first group of faculty declared that the program assessment is part
of faculty work life and should be seen as a tool to improve oneself and the program as
well. They stated:
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I certainly value assessment. I think that the only way one can truly be an ongoing
learner, lifelong learner is to continue to assess. I look at it as reflection in some
ways.
Well, I think faculty need to think of program assessment on a developmental
continuum… now faculty is beginning to see that the work they are doing from
the beginning, the middle and the end is what makes a program assessment.
Because, it cannot be just at the end. We need that midpoint assessment and what
will affect the decisions that faculty will make collectively.
It ought to be integral part of what we do. I think people have a burden to
communicate the merit value and impact to other audiences. That is one of the
things that we should be doing.
I think it is essential. I think let’s take the department. To have a really, really,
really good program assessment can be a wonderful tool for doing better. Number
1, it shakes you up. It makes you relook at both questions and answers to do
things better. And if you really do it right, you are bringing in the outside voice,
others’ perspective…
The second group of faculty pointed out assessment as an add-on to faculty
members’ work life even though one of them mentioned that is promising and exciting.
They did not think program assessment should be included in faculty members’ roles and
responsibilities indicating that faculty members’ primary responsibility is to teach. They
said:
…many faculty perceive as add-on to their work life. For just the things you get
earlier, we do because of accreditation… I think actually it has great promise for
being really exciting. In this world of more cyclical assessment, to me in a teacher
education context or program, educator program context in master’s and doctoral
program, this could be really exciting road. Because, it engenders real, authentic
conversations between faculty.
I think it is a pain. I think again this does how to do with my recent vent in terms
of looking at the big picture…My goal was to do the best that I could to teach
courses I taught… Yes, I will be happy to about the program. But in terms of
program assessment as part of my faculty work life, it seems like interference.
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Overall, it can be concluded that all faculty members believe in improvement
through program assessment. However, it is arguable that whether faculty see it among
their responsibilities to perform program assessment and analyze the data on the
programs. One of the faculty members said:
…I think faculty want it somebody else doing assessment of the program, like exit
surveys. I want somebody else interview human relations directors or principals
so we know that our students are doing well. But that is just somebody else for
me.
Table 6 summarizes the data on faculty perception of institutional characteristics,
i.e., work environment. The following initial findings are presented in the table:
•

Five faculty members said there has been some level of conversations about
assessment, while two faculty members did not see any interaction.

•

Six faculty members did see the relationship between the conceptual framework
and assessment.

•

Three faculty members stated that there have been more support, attention and
human resources during the accreditation preparation; however, they did not find
it sufficient to create a culture of assessment in the school.

•

No reward structure has been perceived by any of the participants.

•

All faculty, except one, commented on the great leadership, organizational
climate and positive environment for assessment activities.

•

All faculty members believed in the necessity of having electronic data system,
even though TK20 was questioned in terms of its usability.
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•

Five faculty members evaluated themselves as risk-takers in adopting an
educational innovation, while two faculty mentioned that they would like to
observe first.

•

Five faculty members identified themselves as Early Adopter and two faculty as
Early Majority.

Table 6.
Data Analysis Summary on Faculty Social-Knowledge & Participation
Professional
Background

#1

#2

#3

#4

Former teacher;
Ed.D; Fixed
Term; Program
Coordinator; 31
years in overall
teaching; and 11
years at the
current university
Former teacher;
Ph.D; Associate
Professor;
Administrative
positions; 36
years in overall
teaching; and 19
years at the
current university
Former teacher;
Ph.D; Full
Professor;
Program
Coordinator; 35
years in overall
teaching; and 13
years at the
current university
Former teacher;
Ph.D; Full
Professor; No
administrative
position; 20
years in overall
teaching; and 23
years at the
current university

Interaction with
Colleagues

Contribution of
School Mission

Perception of
Resources

Perception of
Reward
Structure

Perception of
Leadership

The use of TK20

Adoption of
Educational
Innovation

Type of
Adopter

No reward
structure. Don’t
think that there is
any reward for
program
assessment. P &
T should honor
assessment.
No reward
structure is really
available.
Program &
Policy work and
their collegial
determination
was helpful.

Positive leadership
by the dean,
department chair and
program.

Laborious,
poorly designed;
having data base
is good idea but
program
technically poor
and hard to use.

Tend to jump
in whatever
the fad, risktaker.

Early
Adopter

Need to be more
structured; Got it
during the NCATE
and went back to old
stuff; Decentralized
approach at the
university level was
not helpful.

Like the concept;
Needs to have
natural way of
operating; Starts
the conversation
but not results
yet.

Old fossil
but like the
new things;
risk-taker.

Early
Adopter

Yes, within my
program. Little
more attempt in
the last two years
at the
departmental
level.

Mandate to align the
Conceptual
framework & course
objectives; Need to
be assessed for
program
improvement.

Yes there was
an assessment
team.

Not much
conversation on
classroom
assessment; some
at the program
level assessment
but not
systematically.

The conversations by
the Associate Dean
were helpful.

Assessment is
not part of the
agenda; We
don’t have
tribal rituals.

Not enough
forums to talk
about A.; some
conversations on
program
assessment; More
informal.

Both the university
and the school
mission contribute
assessment;
Assessment &
Research are
imperatives; Need to
look for evidence of
change.
Not seen any
connection.

Not enough
time; need
assessment
systems and
better tools;
Assessment
Team was
helpful.

No reward
structure is
available to
conduct
assessment. Get
rewards through
other means.

Lucky in terms of
leadership; a cadre of
people to take the
lead; very good
leadership.

Had some
reticence and my
opinion has been
validated;
Clunky, and
more facile than
paper. Helpful to
collect data.

Risk-taker &
not willing to
jump in
without
seeing the
evidence.

Early
Adopter

Did all program
evaluation work
outside the
school.

Not seen any
reward structure.

Did not know; Not
involved in what is
going on;

Unethical
disaster;
understands the
concept but not
useful to
teaching and
learning.

Faculty’s job
is to
integrate
innovation;
part of the
work; Front
line
practitioner

Early
Adopter

Have no
interaction within
the department
even though has
knowledge in
program
evaluation
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Professional
Background

#5

#6

#7

Former teacher;
M.Sc.; FixedTerm;
Administrative
positions; 34
years in overall
teaching; and
21 years at the
current
university
Former teacher;
Ph.D; Associate
Professor;
Program
Coordinator; 34
years in overall
teaching; and
21 years at the
current
university
Former
Teacher; Ph.D;
Associate
Professor;
Program
Coordinator; 42
years in overall
teaching; and
17 years at the
current
university

Interaction with
Colleagues

Contribution of
School Mission

More push back
than positive
impact among
faculty; the
Assessment Team
did well but not
enough.

Don’t know much;
Directed and tied
course objectives to
conceptual
framework but no
evidence of learning.

Not aware of
the available
resources;

Clear message
about assessment;
Conversations at
the data collection
level.

Very much;
Research-based
practices & Evidence
informed decision
making come a lot in
conversations.

Yes, support
and resources;
TK20 and
Human
Resources.

Yes Research-based
practices.

More time
provided before
NCATE;
Attention to
assessment is
not grounded.

Collegial
conversations in
the offices or in
the hall; individual
initiation of formal
meetings; not
intentional &
systematic

Perception of
Resources

Perception of
Reward
Structure

Perception of
Leadership

The use of TK20

Adoption of
Educational
Innovation

Type of
Adopter

No reward
structure.

Have been doing
great job to get the
school through
accreditation;

Thrilled with the
idea but was off
the marks; Does
not provide good
parameters;
teaches us
nothing.

Eager to
learn new
things; Jump
in front end
of the curve;
Risk-taker.

Early
Majority

Not aware of
one; Doing it
because we are
told to and
provided with
rationale.

Great leadership;
Healthiest place;
Flexibility;
Leadership exceed
the expectations;

Was impressed
by the decision;
Glad to have it
but hard to use;
Get necessary
support;

Open to new
ideas and
innovation;
Observer and
Risk-taker at
the same
time.

Early
Majority

Not much.

Very clear climate of
program
improvement due to
the new leadership; It
was a huge help;
Feel positive about
the leadership.

Needed really
good database;
Little less person
in electronic
environment.

More
reflective;
Would like
to wait and
see; Go with
the ideal
possibility.

Early
Adopter
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Institutional Characteristics
Subquestion 3. How do faculty members’ social-knowledge impact their
participation in assessment activities?
3a. Interaction with colleagues in regards to assessment. Faculty members were
asked about their interaction with colleagues on assessment related topics and interview
results revealed that most faculty members did see some levels of interaction happening
among their colleagues but it is certainly not enough, not intentional or systematic.
There are not enough forums to talk about assessment. We find our department
meetings are devoted to other pragmatic concerns. That said, we still have some
conversation every year about program assessment…it is still coming.
We talk more about the problem students and the problem areas and I can
understand that but sometimes the problem areas are too big. We need questions
to dig some of these…
Yes but don’t feel like it is intentional and systematic…I think myself small
groups, program levels are at the stage of saying, what is it that the data we have
and what we can learn from it and what is to come of that or what should be
learning more about and then in creating occasions where we talk about our
students learning and programs for the purpose of program improvement.
Contrary to those faculty, two participants thought that there is a negative attitude toward
assessment among faculty members. They said:
…you say the word ‘assessment’ and a growl goes up from…we look at
assessment as somebody is going to beat us with a stick. All the joy of that
anticipation, please please don’t break a bone.
I think there is some push back more so than positive. And I think that built over
time. I think [Associate Dean name] did a wonderful job of winning faculty back
over. And it I don’t know there is some negative connotations that people will just
jump in and say ohh look there is some work I am going to do that.
One faculty member said that the small program within the Curriculum and
Instruction department share the results among its faculty but not at the teacher education
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program level. Another faculty admitted that he/she uses the excuse of time for not
sharing the assessment results with others. In terms of working with a colleague, two
faculty members affirmed that they collaborate with another colleague to conduct
assessment. Another faculty pointed out the synergy to help each other especially about
the use of TK20. One faculty member did not see any climate to work together with a
colleague within the department.
3b. The perception of school mission / conceptual framework in relation to
program assessment. Almost all faculty members agree that the school mission and the
conceptual framework for the school of education contribute to the idea of assessment. In
particular, one of the faculty members said that there are elements of assessment in the
conceptual framework, while another one stated that research and assessment are
imperatives. Also, another faculty member pointed out that the connection between
assessment and conceptual framework was clearer when there was a conversation
initiated by the Associate Dean and continuous conversation helped. There was only one
faculty member who did not see any connection between these two.
Yes, very much so. It is another example of how mandating the structural
elements, everybody put the Conceptual Framework in their syllabi… all that
familiarity when you start talking about it, it does make you think about it.
I think for some of my colleagues really, it helped them to think about assessment
differently.
I think it serves. Think about our university mission… as far as [school name]
vision statement, I also think assessment and research are imperatives.
3c. The perception of resources provided for program assessment. In their model
to explore faculty productivity, Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) claimed that the main
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impact on the faculty behavior and productivity comes from social knowledge, how
faculty perceive their environment particularly leadership, administrative support and
resources. The interview results showed that faculty members find it valuable to have
human resources, structures and other investments to support the assessment activities.
…an assessment task force, and support from the department chair…
the use of more staff to be able to input and export data, so there could be whole
cadre of people…
Well there has been certainly support and resources devoted to use for program
key assignments, program conduct exit surveys. It was mostly human resources.
Moreover, two faculty members think that the focus on assessment shifts after the
accreditation visit; therefore, it should be built into organizational culture.
There is still more support needed by faculty; calendar for program assessment
strategies.
Well, I think there is more time provided but it was a run up to NCATE… I think
what happened after the visit is that the program gets...gets back to other things
that have been put on hold… So I sort of separated those two, accreditation and
getting back to other program matters.
…as far as I can tell, no one is taking over what the Assessment Task force was
doing and which is really concerning. The resources have to be there, they have to
have that support system to keep us going.
what do we use faculty members’ time to do? I am spending my time to do
clerical work. I could spend my time for analyzing the data. I think sometimes it
is good to have that staff level support.
Three faculty stated that they are not provided with necessary resources and assessment is
not really being a focus in the school.
They are not even in our agenda. Assessment is not our real business.
Not aware of it. Will have some grant money in collaboration with another faculty
and will have grad assistant to help in partnership project that the faculty is
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working on. I am excited to know that I may have support… In the past, whatever
I looked at, I did it my own. I did my own research.
I do all my program evaluation work outside the school of education. Not aware
of the resources.
3d. The perception of reward structure for program assessment. Five out of
seven faculty members reported that there is no reward structure available for conducting
program assessment in the school. They said:
What reward structure? …I don’t think there is any reward structure for program
assessment. There is certainly for publication which is not necessarily for
assessment.
I am not aware of any reward structure. Is there any reward structure currently?
I don’t think there is much incentive to do that.
While one faculty said that program assessment should be part of the tenure and
promotion criteria to encourage faculty motivation, another faculty member articulated
that conducting assessment is part of faculty members’ job, therefore, there is no need to
have additional reward structure for faculty to do their job.
I don’t think there is a reward structure set up for doing our jobs other than the
fact that we get self-satisfaction for.
It was also pointed out that it should be integrated in one’s work but since [university
name] is not a top-tier research university such environment is not encouraged.
…that is a good think to be able to connect one’s research agenda and one’s work.
That to me like an integrated life but to actually have time to do that research and
analyze that data and to find time to write about it, not supported by this
institution given the credited work load that is expected.
One faculty member stated that there used to be resources in the past but not seeing it
anymore.
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I have not seen. I came in here in ‘87 and how many years is that? Twenty-three
years. I have not seen any. When I first came here there were those connections.
3e. The perception of leadership on program assessment. Leadership was found
to be one of the key factors that influence faculty members’ behavior similar to
Blackburn and Lawrence’s (1995) findings. In this study, the new leadership’s vision, a
persistent message on assessment, the conceptual framework, the provision of resources
and structures to support assessment activities were acknowledged by the faculty. Four
faculty referred to leadership as doing a great job, inclusive, flexible, and supportive.
It is always people, cause [Dean’s Name] led it was a big part. I think having
[graduate assistant’s name] and [the Associate Dean’s name] those were huge
components to having us the buy in. The matter of work [the Associate Dean’s
name and graduate assistant’s name] do it those kinds of things, it would not
happen.
…it would not have happened without the department chair’s leadership saying
let’s try this [case studies] and see what happens. And I think that my perception
is that she also had the opportunity to do because the department chair was getting
the support she needed from the Dean’s vision and leadership.
Besides, the support from the leadership was seen more broad base approach to move
forward in assessment activities including people from various levels.
I think there has been leadership and that leadership from the like the Dean’s
office, through coordinating council through our chairs. But this has been also
from the staff and a fixed term and other faculty who agreed to serve Task Force.

While some faculty members acknowledged the existing work, they also stated
that there needs to be more structuring from upper administration to create sustainable
assessment systems. They commented on the amount of focus that has been given to
assessment for accreditation visit and said that the work has been slowed down.
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I think we pay attention when the accreditation is coming and again it kinda trails
down.
I think we ramped up crazy and everybody was relieved and happy then we went
down the hill. Everybody backed up and then all of our focus back on whatever
your personal assignment.
Outcomes
Subquestion 4. How do faculty evaluate their participation in program
assessment activities?
4a. The use of TK20 in program assessment. Faculty members were asked their
first reaction to TK20 and almost all faculty said that they understood and liked the idea
of assessment software and they were excited to have electronic data gathering tool.
However, their reaction has changed over time as a result of their experience with TK20.
I like the concept… I am not sure if TK20 is the product. I become more and
more sensitive to some of the issues…accessing TK20, the confidentiality of
TK20.
When I hear about we are going to have online record, I was thrilled. I was
actually glad to think ok finally we are moving to technology age. It is going to
support our admission and all of this work. But it has not been that way.
I was impressed with it simply because I realized that it was an investment that
required resources… I am very glad we have it… I think it is hard to use.
Five faculty members out of seven disagreed with the use of TK20 as an
assessment software in the school of education. They described TK20 as hard to use and
not the right product to collect program assessment data. Even though faculty are in favor
of using technology to systematically collect data on student learning, they did not find
TK20 effective and easy to manipulate the data.
I like the concept, the concept of a portfolio and having a place electronic
repository where you can have the information that you need is to me still and I
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know it is still evolving. It has not quite achieved but I like the concept. I am not
sure if TK20 is the product.
I know what they are trying to do with it. It is kind of data gathering approach. So,
it has got a lot of problems with it.
Some of the language that they used to disclose their opinions is laborious, timeconsuming, waste of time, unethical disaster, poorly designed. Even though faculty
members were in favor of using a database to collect data on student learning, they
mentioned that besides its technical glitches, TK20 is far from providing quality data on
the level of student knowledge, skills or performance.
It takes me longer to use that system that it would take me on paper-pencil to
evaluate my students’ work…I have been using TK20 for couple of year and I
have not found it gets remarkably faster… it is still clunky.
I think TK20 could provide some really good parameters but it has been way off
the marks so far in my opinion. I have learned nothing viable from it.
I think it has more to do with laborious, poorly designed aspect of it than the
intent… It is a very good idea, but very poor program, poor technically...
Faculty members were also asked about the usefulness of TK20 to teaching,
learning and program assessment. Four out of seven faculty members declared that TK20
was not very useful to teaching and learning, while two faculty expressed some of the
benefits of using TK20 for program assessment. Data gathered on key assignments, work
sample, and field experience were among examples given for program assessment
activities. One faculty believed that faculty were still trying to figure out how to best
utilize TK20 and that the school is just getting to that point.
4b. Adoption of educational innovation. Roger (1968) discussed that there are
various reasons why people adopt a new idea or practice. It could be related to the
relative advantage of innovation, consistency with the existing values, or simply could be
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related to the complexity, trialability or visibility of an innovation. To identify some of
these reasons, two questions were directed to the faculty members. In the first question,
which is at a more general level, most faculty members were acquainted with the idea of
innovation and stated that they are open to new ideas and like to try new innovations in
the field of education. With this question, faculty members mostly evaluated their ability
to adopt a new technology in this case TK20. Faculty members claimed that their roles
and responsibilities require using innovation or integrating innovation into their teaching
practices.
I tend to be the one who would like to jump in front end of the curve. So, I think I
am eager in learning new things.
I would like to consider myself as pretty open to new ideas and innovation…I do
pride myself being an effective teacher so I think in order to do that I need to
constantly improve my teaching.
I think my job is to use innovation, to incorporate innovation as quickly as I can.
So again, that is part of the job to do that.

In response to the second question which specifically focuses on the adoption of
assessment activities, most faculty members, identified themselves as either Early
Adapter or Early Majority in relation to program assessment activities.
Summary
According to the data analysis, the following factors were found to be in relation
to faculty participation:
•

Faculty professional background,

•

Faculty beliefs, attitudes and practices of assessment

•

Leadership
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•

The connection to faculty beliefs

•

Work environment

•

School Vision

•

Systematic Assessment Framework

•

Resources and Reward Structure

•

Collegiality

•

Professional growth

•

Academic freedom

•

The use of educational innovation

•

Type of users of innovation

These factors were categorized under Individual Faculty Characteristics,
Institutional Characteristics, Elements of the Work Experience and Faculty Behavior
based on the two theoretical frameworks. In the next section, I elaborate how these
factors impact faculty behavior and further analyze the implications of these factors on
faculty participation. I also present the strategies/suggestions to create meaningful and
effective work environment for faculty.
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CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The purpose of this study was to explore the factors that impact faculty decision
making in participating in assessment activities. In an effort to create assessment
activities that are built in organizational cultures for program improvement, higher
education leaders, change agents and faculty themselves need to be more reflective on the
process. In this regard, findings of this study provided certain perspective on what faculty
beliefs were, and how their attitudes were shaped by certain factors in addition to their
actual assessment practices. This perspective will help higher education leaders, faculty
and academic staff to design sustainable, meaningful and systematic structures for faculty
members that have direct impact on faculty decision making as Blackburn and Lawrence
(1995) claimed. Therefore, in this chapter, I discuss the implications of these factors in
higher education institutions. I further develop suggestions to higher education leaders
that will lead to more meaningful and sustainable assessment systems.
Designing Assessment Activities in Professional Bureaucracies
Higher education institutions are defined as professional bureaucracies, which
have trained specialists in their field with a significant control over their work and
responsibilities (Mintzberg, 2000). Gappa et al. (2007) also considered faculty academic
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freedom and autonomy in the classroom, research and in service areas as essential
elements of faculty work. Even though faculty are autonomous and value academic
freedom and flexibility in their work environment (Gappa et al., 2007), they also seek
leadership, systematic and an ongoing framework to carry on certain roles and
responsibilities of which they are being asked. Faculty interviews in this study indicated
that faculty members value leadership as one of the most significant factors for them to
perform various roles.
Gappa et al. (2007) also listed leadership within the institutional characteristics as
one of the elements to be considered in apprehending faculty work life. Similarly,
Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) stated that in order to comprehend how faculty make
decisions in their work life, one should look into how faculty evaluate their work
environment within a given institution. In the literature, there are numerous research
studies that have examined the impact of leadership on faculty involvement in academic
initiatives. Farmer’s (1999) findings on motivation for institutional improvement, the
research studies of Eainarson (1998) on professional development regarding assessment
and of Grunwald and Peterson (2003) on the factors promoting faculty involvement also
showed that strong existence of leadership and administrative support were effective on
the faculty decision-making process in their work life. Faculty members in this study also
stated that after the new Dean and the Associate Dean for Academic Affairs came in, they
felt that there was a clearer sense of direction for program assessment activities.
Organizational climate supported by the school mission, conceptual framework, human
resources, assessment software and the new infrastructure was clearly recognized by
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faculty and impacted their decision making on involvement in program assessment
discussions and activities. Two faculty members specifically pointed out the difference
between the previous deans and the current ones and recognized the visibility of
leadership in program assessment activities. Consistent messages and presentations on
assessment were also appreciated by faculty members. Even though faculty members
recognized the effort by the new leadership, and some level of conversations on
assessment data, they indicated that there needs to be more structure for building an
ongoing and systematic assessment. They also valued the existence of the Assessment
Task Force with representatives from various departments that carried over the messages
across the school.
Considering my seven years of experience at the research site, it was evident to
me that leadership played a key role in the adoption of assessment activities both at the
university and school/college level. When I first started working at the Center for
Academic Excellence in 2004 at the university level, numerous assessment initiatives had
already occurred and faculty members were very resistant to those initiatives. As a result
of my encounter with faculty members from different academic disciplines, I observed
that this resistance was rooted in the nature of the processes rather than the assessment
itself. First, the rationale behind assessment was not clear to some faculty members; they
were not clear about what they were being asked to do. Furthermore, faculty members did
not feel connected to assessment activities because of terminology that was used. Second,
due to several leadership changes in the Center, the faculty members thought that they
were being asked for something new every time there was a new assessment initiative.
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The lack of planning and information, in addition to miscommunication, resulted in
faculty resistance. Assessment was seen as an additional task that faculty members were
expected to do to meet the accreditation requirements. In other words, faculty beliefs of
assessment were based on some of the misguided processes rather than on the benefits of
assessment for student learning. After the regional accreditation recommendations, the
university assessment council was formed to provide centralized leadership and guidance
on assessment which was a more structured and inclusive attempt by the university
leadership.
A similar situation occurred at this research site with the new leadership as
mentioned earlier. Before the leadership change, there were more individual efforts at the
administrator level. The assessment activities could have been perceived as top-down to
meet the requirements of the national and regional accreditation. After the change in
leadership, the immediate infrastructure and the necessary resources and assessment
activities were planned with the inclusion of various departments and programs. There
were more consistent messages, clear vision, and focus on the idea of assessment for
improvement. Then, the actions of the new leadership followed this vision which
provided a structured framework in faculty members’ eyes for ongoing assessment
activities. In summary, the paradigm shift from assessment for accountability to
assessment for improvement was initiated in the School of Education. It is important to
note that faculty members explicitly stated that leadership should continue working on
this paradigm shift particularly after the accreditation visit was over.
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Compatibility of Adoption
The need for connectedness of faculty beliefs regarding the program assessment
activities has been another important finding that may accelerate faculty participation.
Exploring how faculty members define assessment, what their beliefs are and how much
they value assessment are indicators to interpret faculty behavior and productivity
(Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995). Knowing how faculty interpret the given initiative or
their roles gives an opportunity to relate this perspective to the institutional one. This can
be a critical component in creating meaningful work experience for faculty and
promoting faculty engagement.
Given that faculty members represent “the intellectual capital” (Gappa et al.,
2007, p. 323) to achieve institutional missions, they need to be in line with their
institutions at the intellectual and philosophical level to a certain degree. If faculty
members define program assessment differently from the institution itself, a gap in
communication may result. In this case study, it was found that faculty members define
assessment based on their career preparation, knowledge and experience with regard to
assessment. While some faculty may only consider classroom assessment, others interpret
assessment on multiple levels including self-evaluation and professional growth. As one
faculty claimed, faculty members were not involved in assessment because they may not
have distinguished the difference between individual student assessment and program
assessment. Another example from my experience is the terminology that we use while
introducing or talking about assessment. Depending on the discipline, faculty members
may have different terminology regarding assessment, which becomes may be
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challenging to create meaningful work environment for faculty where they feel connected
with the work they have been asked for.
In this study, it was found that the definition of assessment and the use of
terminology could be different for every faculty. The difference described by faculty
members between program evaluation and program assessment affects the way
assessment is being designed and consequently the faculty participation. Considering that
program assessment and research require similar knowledge and skills, the data on
faculty members’ skills and research paradigms becomes important to determine what
kinds of assessment tools should be used in a given setting.
All these findings regarding the connection to faculty beliefs bring us to Rogers’
(1968) characteristics that affect the rate at which people adopt an innovation. According
to Rogers (1968) compatibility, the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being
consistent with the existing values, past experiences and needs of potential adopters, is
one of the factors that explains the rate of adoption. In this case study, compatibility helps
determine the impact of philosophical dissonance on faculty adoption of program
assessment. With regard to existing values, the compatibility of faculty members’
research paradigm and preferences with the school’s values draws some attention. If the
existing values of faculty in terms of collecting assessment data do not fit the current
paradigm in the school, this would result in a low adoption rate. Considering that most
faculty interviewed in this study prefer or feel confident in qualitative research, numerical
assessment data provided by TK20 can be problematic. Two faculty members mentioned
that they would like to have multiple data sources or qualitative data in assessment
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activities. That is why the case studies in the Curriculum and Instruction program,
indicated by faculty members, might have an important role in increasing faculty
involvement in assessment. After a year of TK20 implementation, the department chair
introduced the idea of case studies where faculty could develop research questions related
to the program and explore those questions through case studies. Faculty in this study
reported that as a result, they conducted research that is meaningful to them; they
analyzed and presented assessment data in conferences which is an ideal scenario for
embedding assessment in faculty members’ professional lives.
Rogers also considered the impact of past experiences in adoption of an
innovation. In other words, career preparation or past experiences of faculty in
assessment may affect their adoption of program assessment. For example, in the
interviews, most faculty members talked about their research courses as evidence of
formal training on assessment, while some others brought up their assessment knowledge
from their K-12 teaching experience. If we are to accept the difference between program
and classroom assessment, then this conveys another area of incompatibility regarding
program assessment and it needs to be clarified through professional development.
The Relationship between Faculty Self- and Social Knowledge
In Blackburn and Lawrence’s (1995) model, self - and social- knowledge are
interrelated; that is, self-knowledge has a strong and direct effect on social-knowledge.
Furthermore, social knowledge may have a slightly weaker impact on self-knowledge,
while social knowledge has a strong and direct impact on faculty behavior. The
application of this relationship to the idea of faculty participation would be that their
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definition of program assessment, their actual practices, and beliefs about the role of
assessment in their work life affect the way they interpret their work environments. Based
on self and social knowledge, faculty members make decisions that are most meaningful
to them within their circumstances.
When we look at the interview results, there is no doubt that faculty members
have an interest in and beliefs about the benefits of assessment in their work life for
various reasons such as student learning, effective teaching, getting feedback,
professional growth, role modeling student teachers. They are also committed to using
different methods of data collection on student learning: formative and summative
assessment, prior knowledge, performance, and midpoint assessment, exit slips and
course evaluations. Aside from teaching, faculty self-reports show that they use
assessment in their research and service responsibilities, implying a further commitment
to program assessment no matter what their academic rank.
Most important, faculty members explicitly said that program assessment is part
of their work life and should be seen as a way to improve oneself, their teaching and
learning practices and student learning. Comments on accreditation self-study also
proved that did not feel the program assessment required by accrediting bodies but as a
key process to ensure that the school is examining their practices to improve the
curriculum and student learning.
Considering those faculty members’ interest, commitment, beliefs and actual
practices regarding assessment, it is not surprising to find that almost all faculty
members, who were interviewed, see the school mission and the conceptual framework
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contributing to the idea of assessment. They highly value the clear vision and leadership
in addition to human resources, structures and other investments to support the
assessment activities. In this case, the positive work environment obviously had an
impact on faculty participation in assessment activities even though they saw no reward
structure available for conducting assessment.
Socio-Demographic Characteristics and Career Preparation
Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) stated that socio-demographic characteristics and
career preparation are two of the variables in their models over which higher education
leaders have less control. For instance, the finding on faculty members who have had
more teaching experience in K-12 education compared to higher education is a less
controllable variable. Due to the nature of the school in this study, faculty members were
very experienced in overall teaching which may be interpreted as a facilitator by some in
understanding the dynamics of assessment and the necessities of program assessment
activities.
However, there was only one faculty who had formal training in assessment,
which directly impacted the faculty’s participation. Most faculty members mentioned the
research methodology courses from their graduate education. Weidman, Twale, and Stein
(2001) compiled the literature on graduate student socialization and they found that
graduate school plays a key role for future faculty in the sense that they acquire
knowledge and skills necessary for their roles as scholars. Similarly, Blackburn and
Lawrence (1995) interpreted the socialization theory for faculty which predicts that
norms and values faculty hold are products of graduate school experience. They further
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discussed the impact of this experience on faculty development of academic freedom, and
their desire to control the conditions of work environment. These beliefs, attitudes and
values, they said, endure throughout one’s academic career. Therefore, this finding has a
vital implication for the current graduate education programs where they need to prepare
professionals to have better background in teaching, learning and assessment. Because
the research site was the School of Education, its faculty already had a good grasp of
teaching, and learning theories as well as assessment practices.
The Selection of Resources
In this study, it was found that the selection of resources, particularly technology,
needs to be considered carefully. Technology to collect assessment data was another
factor impacting program assessment involvement in this case. Faculty in this study
reported the complexity of the software interfered with the purpose of using technology
for easy management of data collection. Even if technology was not defined as an
innovation in this study, it was definitely associated with program assessment by most
faculty in this study who said that TK20 was hard to use and understand, which resulted
in developing negative connotations about program assessment. Therefore, the
complexity of TK20, as Rogers (1968) discussed, has become a barrier to faculty
adoption of program assessment. Here, it is important to note that faculty members were
not against the idea of using technology but the product itself.
Change in Higher Education with Faculty Owned Processes
As mentioned earlier, any type of change will require some level of examination
and analysis, before choosing a change model (Kezar, 2001). This study can be perceived
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as that level of examination where structure, process and attitude related elements of a
given organization were explored. The next step would be to identify a change model that
embraces these elements or factors in this study. Exploring the factors affecting faculty
behavior is substantial for several reasons. First, it helps higher education leaders learn
about their faculty, who they are and how they make decision. Second, it provides a
baseline for any given change initiative. Third, it fosters the development of strategies to
work effectively with faculty members. Faculty are the operating core of higher
education, and they can contribute to the organizational change the most. Change in
higher education with faculty owned processes will be more enduring and sustainable.
In this study, one of the assumptions was that program assessment can be used as
a reflective tool that will lead to curricular changes with the ownership of faculty
members. Because assessment movement on most campuses has resulted in limited
faculty participation, my intention was to identify possible factors for limited faculty
involvement and to develop strategies for higher education leaders. Knowing some of the
possible factors impacting faculty involvement will not be sufficient to have successful
implementation of assessment practices. Higher education leaders will also need a bigger
framework where they can integrate those factors into an existing culture. Ewell (1997)
and Angelo (1999) stated that limited faculty participation also happens because the
effort is too mechanistic and the model of assessment is additive. A more transformative
assessment model would bring a culture of change rather than mandatory and temporary
assessment activities.
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Senge’s (1994) system thinking model offers a participative approach throughout
the levels of an organization rather than a top-down approach. In order to achieve a
certain goal, Senge suggested that one needs to comprehend system structure, which is
defined as “the pattern of interrelationships among key components of the system”
(p. 90). System structure involves hierarchy and process flows as well as attitudes and
perceptions held by members of an organization. If an institution embraces a systems
thinking approach, there are multiple layers to be worked with in order to create change
in assessment culture – in this case increasing faculty participation.
Parallel to Senge’s (1994) model, this study found that faculty members’ beliefs
and attitudes carry more weight than in some other constructs; thus, administrators and
change agents need to ascertain faculty knowledge, attitude and beliefs toward
assessment and to take this into account as they build structures within the organization.
Without sufficient or accurate knowledge as to what faculty know and believe in and
their beliefs toward assessment, there is less probability of creating a sustainable
assessment system. Consequently, the structures developed will not respond to faculty
needs, which will, in turn, continue to inhibit participation.
Another comprehensive model guiding change and innovation in higher education
is provided by Lueddeke (1999) called the Adaptive-Generative Development Model (AGDM). Lueddeke stated that Senge’s adaptive or survival learning may not be enough as
we approach the next millennium. Lueddeke commented that choosing only one or two
lenses, depending on the nature of change intended, might be misleading or result in
unexpected consequences. Therefore, he proposed a multidimensional model. According

115
to Lueddeke (1999), “in today’s world, higher education must learn not only how to adapt
to external and internal circumstances but also to act [sic] creatively – with increasing
resolve –in generating solutions to problems, pedagogical or otherwise” (p. 241).
A-GDM is an open/verbal model rather than a predictive or mathematical one. It
is considered to be an organic rather than mechanistic process that is based on
observations and reflecting on enacting change in higher education. As seen in Figure 5,
the model has six main categories: needs analysis, research development, strategy
formation and development, resource support, implementation and dissemination, and
evaluation. Each category has subcategories that explain various aspects of change.
Needs analysis is related to academics where change in existing human
knowledge, skills or attitudes can bring about the desired performance (Morrison, 1976).
Research and Development explores how different people address the same problem,
once the need is defined. Strategy Formation and Development is the phase where people
who are impacted by change discuss the options. This is a collaborative decision making
process. Resource support is providing resources based on evidence of need after
appropriate research has been conducted. Implementation and Development and
Evaluation are the phases where actual implementation of suggested change and sharing
the results of implementation and evaluation occur.
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Figure 5. Adaptive-Generative Development Model. Source: Lueddeke (1999).
This model could be particularly useful for assessment activities since it provides
a whole-system approach. It involves the various stages of the change process and
provides enough flexibility for contextual factors. Regarding the focus of this study,
faculty involvement and perceptions around assessment, the model advocates less
reliance on objective data and more concerns about the inclusion of change participants
in the developmental and implementation process (Lueddeke, 1999). Specifically, the
Needs Analysis phase ensures that higher education leaders or change agents start with
exploring and understanding the need for change, existing systems, values, beliefs,
knowledge and attitude of participants toward the suggested change or innovation. Also,
this model was designed to consider challenges in teaching improvements in academia
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such as resource constraints, function of political dynamics, human resources and
collegial dimensions. The findings of this case study clearly support the idea of the Needs
Analysis phase for it displays the faculty members’ previous knowledge, career
preparation, their beliefs, and actual practices of assessment. Furthermore, the study
reflects on how faculty evaluate the resources, leadership, and other work environment
characteristics that have impact on faculty participation.
Kezar (2001) summarized that A-GDM was structured to address unique
environments of higher education, where shared governance and academic values are
highly valued. I believe that faculty involvement in any change process needs this type of
sensitive, thoughtful approach that appreciates and honors academic values. Kezar (2001)
also mentioned the importance of attitudes in the change process, where attitudes “focus
on how people feel about working within the existing structures and processes of the
organization” (p. 19). She added that change in attitude is linked to change in culture.
Thus, deeper understanding of faculty attitude would provide a reflective perspective on
efforts to instigate change within the institutional structure and practices. Both of the
organizational change theories described are comprehensive in the sense that they include
various dimensions of a change effort.
Suggestions for Higher Education Leaders
One of the purposes of this study is to generate strategies for higher education
leaders to ensure organizational climate and systematic processes to create sustainable
and meaningful work environment for faculty. The following recommendations are
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developed based on the factors that impact faculty behavior and productivity in program
assessment.
Recommendation 1- Higher education leaders need to be aware that faculty
members expect administrative support and systematic structure to pursue their roles and
responsibilities.
A clear vision and an ongoing framework through which faculty can
conceptualize the overall task are some ways to support assessment practices.
Specifically, the leaders can structure assessment committees, or councils including
representatives of various programs and departments within the school. They can also
provide conceptual framework outlines for assessment activities in a given setting.
Recommendation 2 –Higher education leaders need to continue assessment
activities especially after an accreditation visit which will send a strong message of
commitment to faculty members.
This is a critical time to prove to faculty that assessment is valued and performed
for improvement in education rather than for accountability or accreditation. Because
more effort, time, and resources are provided during the self-study process, assessment
may not be perceived as part of the organizational culture but an add-on to faculty roles
and responsibilities.
Recommendation 3 - Higher education leaders could use the notion of repeated
exposure to an idea.
Some of the practices that leaders can perform to fulfill this notion are consistent
messages, assessment presentations in faculty meetings, connecting various tasks forces
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with assessment and continuous individual assistance to programs. Repeated exposure to
an idea will create faculty understanding that assessment is an ongoing effort supported
by the leadership, not a fad.
Recommendation 4 – Higher education leaders may perform needs analysis to
identify faculty beliefs, knowledge and skills, and areas for professional development and
to learn about their previous experience pertaining to a given initiative.
As Rogers characterized the adoption of an innovation, the compatibility with the
existing values, beliefs and practices will have substantial effect on faculty members’
adoption of assessment. Performing needs analysis would assist higher education leaders
to identify areas to connect with faculty experiences of assessment. The information from
a possible need analysis of faculty expectations of assessment data collection methods,
use of assessment data or work environment would be integrated in a given assessment
initiative and would accelerate the adoption process.
Recommendation 5 – Higher education leaders should also be aware that unlike
career and socio-demographic characteristics, self-perception of faculty, which is directly
related to behavior, can be influenced through environmental conditions. Therefore,
creating collegial, respectful and compatible work environment is crucial.
Regular faculty department meetings devoted to assessment only, where faculty
members can collaborate with their colleagues, discuss assessment data results and make
decisions on programmatic changes, would have great advantages in terms of creating
such a collegial work environment in addition to all the other suggestions made above.
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Recommendation 6 – Higher education leaders need to pay special attention to the
selection process of any technology. Piloting the technology and gathering faculty
feedback before decision making will later accelerate the adoption process.
Suggestions for Faculty Members
The following recommendations based on the literature and the findings of this study are
developed for faculty.
Recommendation 1- Faculty may consider how to link their teaching and
scholarship with assessment efforts, because it is congruent with their own values and
beliefs and becomes part of their professional work.
Recommendation 2 – Faculty members may perceive program assessment as the
reflection of who they are and how they are doing as an institution and through
developing a sense of ownership and control over program assessment, they can create
sustainable processes especially if they do not feel connected with the program
assessment activities.
Recommendation 3 – Faculty members may be more intentional in collaborating
with their colleagues on assessment work where they can share the workload and bring
different perspectives into their teaching.
Implications for Future Research
Several directions for future research have been identified as a result of this study.
First of all, this study was conducted with a program in a professional development
school in a comprehensive university where there are scholars from the field of
education. Exploring faculty views on program assessment from various academic
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disciplines may provide different results which also allow researchers to determine the
impact of academic discipline on faculty behavior. Such information on faculty would
provide great benefit to numerous campus initiatives.
An in-depth case study of faculty participation is another direction that can be
taken for future research. Since this study is based on faculty self-report, it would be
beneficial to collect data on administrators’ perspective, and contextual factors through
participatory observation, interviews and document analysis regarding program
assessment in a given setting. This would also allow researchers to triangulate the data.
A survey questionnaire can be developed to examine the relationships between
identified variables and faculty participation in different campuses. This survey could
also be adjusted to investigate faculty participation in other similar initiatives related to
teaching and learning. As suggested in the set of recommendations to higher education
leaders, it can also be used in possible needs analysis to determine where faculty
members stand in a given institution.
Another study on faculty work can be the exploration of psychological
characteristics of faculty behavior. Specifically, the role of motivation and self-efficacy
on faculty work life can be investigated.
Conclusion
Why is faculty participation in assessment so important? Because it is an essential
element of creating faculty-owned change processes in higher education institutions.
Paradigm shifts in teaching, learning and assessment, changing student demographics,
technology and accountability are some of the many challenges and changes that require
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higher education institutions to continuously transform. Addressing those challenges and
reflecting the current changes in actual classrooms take more than resources and
established organizational culture. They require a transformation into more dynamic,
ongoing and systematic processes, leadership, and most importantly active faculty
involvement in institutional change practices.
This case study was conducted to examine the factors impacting faculty
involvement in program assessment. It was found that administrative support, leadership,
systematic and ongoing assessment framework, compatibility of values, beliefs and
philosophy of assessment with existing organizational culture, use of technology and
faculty perception of their roles and work environment have impact on faculty
participation.
One of the key premises of the Blackburn and Lawrence model was that faculty
make decisions through assessing themselves and their social contexts. It can be
concluded that the premise is confirmed with this study meaning that faculty members
decide to become part of assessment activities based on their professional backgrounds,
perceptions of themselves and their work environment. This premise will play a key role
in forming any change initiatives that are connected to faculty’s self- and social contexts.
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Dear ____________________,
I am a doctoral student from the Graduate School of Education at Portland State
University. I am contacting you to request your participation in my dissertation research
study, which is a study of higher education faculty in respect to assessment activities.
This project has the potential to make a significant contribution to help higher education
leaders identify some strategies while working with faculty. The ultimate goal of this
study is to elaborate some strategies for higher education leaders
Your participation is voluntary. If you agree to participate in this research project, your
confidentiality will be protected and your name and school will not be identified. Your
participation in the research process would involve one audio taped interview lasting
approximately 60-90 minutes each. Before the first interview, you will be asked to fill out
the demographic information sheet.
If you agree to participate, you will be presented with and asked to sign an Informed
Consent Letter which explains the specifics of your involvement in more detail. Please let
me know if you are interested in participating in this project. For more information, you
can contact me by phone at 971-222-9459 or by e-mail at semil@pdx.edu
Thank you for your consideration.
Serap Emil
Doctoral Student
Curriculum & Instruction
The Graduate School of Education at Portland State University
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The presenting statement to begin the first interview is:
•

Before we start, I would like to give you a couple of minutes to read and sign the
informed consent. I also want to let you know that I will be recording the session,
if that is fine with you. Thanks.

•

As you may already know your participation in this study is voluntary and you
may withdraw from the study at any time. Your name will not be used in the
study and your confidentiality will be maintained throughout and following the
study.

•

Because this study aims to explore faculty members’ understanding of teaching,
learning and particularly assessment, I believe that it is essential to ask them about
these topics. Throughout the interview, I will be using assessment and program
assessment interchangeably and by that I mean assessment feeds the decision
making process and produce betterment in student learning in the end.

•

Therefore, in this interview, I would like to hear your experience in Graduate
School of Education with respect to assessment activities.

Individual Faculty Characteristics
1. Tell me briefly about your professional background:
a. What degree have you got and from which institution?
b. How many years have you been teaching?
c. How many years have you been teaching at PSU?
d. Would you mind telling me your gender?
e. What is your academic rank?
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f. Have you worked for any administrative position in the past or currently?
2. Have you had any formal training on assessment? When, where?
3. How would you evaluate your qualitative and quantitative research skills?
4.

How do you use program assessment in your teaching practices? Research?

Service?
5.

How would you describe your philosophy of assessment?
a. Do you believe that assessment is a mandatory activity by the accrediting
bodies? Or do you think that it is essential because for betterment in student
learning?
b. What do you think about the role of program assessment in faculty members’
work life?

6. Let’s briefly talk about your TK20 experience within your program.
a. What was your initial reaction to TK20, when it was introduced?
b. Has it changed over time?
c. In what ways, was the implementation of TK20 useful to your teaching and
learning practices? To the program improvement?
Organizational Environment Characteristics:
7. Tell me about your interaction with your colleagues with regard to TK20 and
other assessment activities?
a.

Do you talk about the assessment results with your colleagues?

b.

Do you feel that there is an encouragement from your colleagues to
take part in assessment initiatives?
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8. Considering your work environment, do you see the school mission contributing
to the idea of assessment in the program improvement?
9. Do you find the resources provided in your school enough to conduct assessment
activities? Please explain.
10. Do you think that there is sufficient reward structure for faculty who are engaged
in assessment activities? Please explain.
11. How do you feel about the leadership provided within the school and your
department for program assessment?
Faculty Participation:
12. How would you identify yourself as a faculty in adopting a new educational
innovation?
•

For example, are you more risk-taker or observer of the innovation to see
the results of applications when it is first introduced?

•

Do you identify yourself as self-sufficient or need support to try a new idea?

Closing questions:
13. Could you please take a look at this figure classifying the type of users of

innovation in any given situation, and tell me where you see yourself as a faculty
with regard to assessment activities?
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Doctoral Program in Educational Leadership
Graduate School of Education
Department of Curriculum and Instruction (CI)
Portland, Oregon
ASSESSMENT FOR IMPROVEMENT IN HIGHER EDUCATION: FACULTY
PERCEPTION OF AND PARTICIPATION IN PROGRAM ASSESSMENT
Dear Prospective Subject,
You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Serap Emil, a doctoral
student from Portland State University in the Curriculum and Instruction program, the
Graduate School of Education. The researcher is conducting this study in partial
fulfillment of the requirements for the doctoral degree in Educational Leadership. The
study is being conducted under the supervision of Dr. Christine Cress, Associate
Professor of Education. You were selected based on your willingness to participate in this
study.
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to be interviewed once. In the interviews,
you will be verbally responding to questions that I ask. The interview will take
approximately 60 to 90 minutes. You may feel uncomfortable with some of the questions,
but you are free to skip any questions or withdraw at any time.
The interview will be held at PSU. The interviews will be audio taped, but the audiotapes
used to record the interviews will be kept in a locked safe place where they are only
accessible to the researcher. These audiotapes will be destroyed after the study is
completed. The result of the inventory will also be kept in a safe place, and will be
destroyed after this study is completed.
Audiotapes of interviews will be fully transcribed by the researcher. You will have an
opportunity to review the transcript and suggest any necessary revisions, changes,
additions, or clarifications to the transcript in order to insure that the transcript accurately
reflects your responses. All data and records will be kept on file for three years following
completion of the research, as required by federal regulations, and then will be destroyed.
Your participation in this study will inconvenience you by taking up a small amount of
your time, but it does not involve any other potential risks or discomforts. You may not
receive any direct benefit from taking part in this study, but the study may help to
increase knowledge, which could benefit others in the future. I am available to answer
any questions you may have about the study and what you would be expected to do.
Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that could be linked to
you or your identity will be kept confidential. Your name and identity will be kept
completely confidential. You will be identified in the dissertation report by a pseudonym
only. The audiotaped recording of your voice will be erased following completion of the
study. Information collected from you in audio taped form will not be reported to your
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supervisor or evaluator in any way. The list of names and contact information, which
includes your name will be kept in a file in a locked file cabinet at the home of the
researcher.
Your participation is voluntary. You do not have to take part in this study, and it will not
affect your relationship with Portland State University or anyone else. You may also
withdraw from the study at any time without affecting your course grade or relationship
with your instructors at Portland State University.
If you have any concerns or questions about your participation in this study or your rights
as a research subject, please contact the Human Subjects Research Review Committee,
Office of Research and Sponsored Projects, Unitus Building, 6th Floor, Portland State
University, (503)725-4288 or 1-877-480-4400. If you have any questions about the study
itself, contact Serap Emil at (971) 222-9459 or semil@pdx.edu.
Your signature indicates that you have read and understand the above information and
agree to take part in this study. Please understand that you may withdraw your consent at
any time without penalty, and that, by signing, you are not waiving any legal claims or
rights. The researcher will provide you with a copy of this consent form for your records.

Signature

Date
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